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ADVERTISEMENT. 


THE origin of a volume, is a consideration very 
unimportant compared with its merits, I may, 
however, advert to the circumstances which 
occasioned the present work, as accounting for 
its publication. 

Until Mr. Irving’s visit to this city, in Sep- 
tember last, I had little more than general 
impressions in regard to his theological views— 
although I knew sufficient, by an occasional 
reference to his writings, to oblige me to decline 
several applications made in his behalf, for the 
use of our place of worship. While I regretted 
being placed in circumstances which rendered 
this necessary, I was happy to find afterwards 
that some of my ministerial friends had, upon 
the same principles, acted in the same way. 

At that time his Essay “On the Human 
Nature of Christ,” came to my knowledge. A 
cursory glance through its pages convinced me 
that the Author’s deviations from Christian 


truth were much more extensive than I had 
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supposed. His statements manifestly tended to 
subvert nearly the whole fabric of evangelical 
doctrine. Finding that the book was obtaining 
a wide circulation, 1t occurred to me that a 
reply was called for, which would combine a 
statement of truth with a confutation of error. 
I imagined that a tract consisting of a few pages, 
or, at most, not exceeding Mr. Irving’s pam- 
phlet, would be sufficient.—* Crescit eundo.”— 
Errors multiplied on my notice as I read, and 
counter-working arguments multiplied as I 
thought, until the manuscript reached its pre- 
sent size. Reh 

I must suggest to the reader that my 
controversy regards only Mr. Irving’s opinions 
contained in the above-named work. His other 
publications I have had neither leisure nor dispo- 
sition closely to examine.—The ensuing pages 
are submitted to public attention in the hope 
that, by the blessing of God, they may establish 
some minds in “ the present truth,” and awaken 
regard to subjects which, though of the highest 
importance, are too generally misunderstood and 


neglected. 
W. Uz 


DUBLIN, 
Dec. 1st, 1830. 
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CHAPTER FIRST. 


INTRODUCTION.—MR. IRVING’S VIEWS REGARDING THE 
HUMANITY OF CHRIST. 


Men differ widely in the degree of importance they 
attach to religious opinions. By some persons it is 
unduly magnified, and perfect unity of judgment in 
all the details of speculative and practical theolegy 
is required as a condition of salvation. Others verge - 
to the opposite extreme ; they reduce it toa mere nul- 
lity, quoting with self-complacent triumph over the 
controversial religionists of the day, the well known 
couplet :— 


** For modes of faith let graceless bigots fight, 
He can’t be wrong, whose life is in the right.” - 


That perfect agreement did not prevail among the 
first Christians, nor is necessary as a term of ac- 
ceptance with God or of communion with his church, 
is manifest by the directions given in the xiv. chapter 
of the epistle to the Romans. “ Him that is weak 
in the faith receive ye, but not to doubtful disputa- 
tions,” or rather, as it is given in the margin of our 
Bibles, ‘‘ not to judge his doubtful thoughts.” ‘ For 
one believeth that he may eat all things ; another who 
is weak eateth herbs. Let not him that eateth, de- 
spise him that eateth not; and let not him which 
eateth not, judge him that eateth; for God hath re- 
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ceived him.” There is so great a variety in our habits 
of thinking, in the degree of mental capacity and in- 
formation we possess, in our favourite predilections 
and supposed interests, and in other circumstances 
which influence our reasonings and conclusions, that, 
where free inquiry is permitted, a considerable variety 
in sentiment is unavoidable. The Church of Rome 
indeed, proposes to prevent any discrepancy in men’s 
views, by subordinating the mind to her absolute con- 
trol. But, unfortunately for her pretensions, the recog- 
nition of her authority over the conscience can be 
secured among a people aware of their liberty and 
accountability as intelligent beings, only by an appeal 
to the understanding, sustained by evidence which 
it is not in her power to produce. And even were 
her sway acknowledged, since she has not access to 
rule the thinking -faculty itself, each person must 
form his own judgment as to the meaning of her de- 
finitions and decrees. It is true she may resort to 
force, and thereby suppress the avowal of opinions 
she condemns; but the existence of error she cannot 
prevent, mind being altogether beyond the range of 
influence she commands. Entire harmony of opinion 
on all topics which occur in the wide range of theo= 
logical inquiry, including the most sublime and in- 
comprehensible that can engage our attention, is not 
to be expected till we reach the world where all are 
perfect in the knowledge and the love of truth. 

I do not, however, advocate latitudinarianism while 
[ plead for freedom and charity. If no opinions are 
important, wherefore has our Maker vouchsafed to 
indite the sacred writings as oracles of instruction ? 
wherefore is it declared, “ Wisdom is the principal 
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thing, therefore get wisdom, and with all thy getting, 
get understanding ?”"—wherefore the apostolic prayers 
for the churches, “ that the Ged of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, the Father of glory, would give them the 
Spirit of wisdom and revelation in the knowledge of 
him,” and, “that they might be filled with the know- 
ledge of the divine will, in all wisdom and spiritual 
understanding ?”—wherefore the admonitions, “ Take 
heed what ye hear,” ‘ Cease, my son, to hear the 
instruction which causeth to err from the words of 
knowledge,” “ Believe: not every spirit, but try the 
spirits whether they be of God, because many false 
prophets are gone out into the world”? wherefore 
does the New Testament so much abound in doctrinal 
- statement and discussion to inform our understand- 
ing, as well as in precepts to regulate our conduct, and 
in premises to cheer the heart ?—above all, wherefore 
the awful denunciations. recorded against these whe 
inculeated sentiments diverse from what the inspired 
ministers of Christianity had taught? Man is an agent 
endowed with reason, however unreasonably he may 
often act. His hopes and jeys and doings are, or 
ought to be, medelled by his views ; and God deals 
with him accordingly. Truth is the medicine which 
cures our moral maladies. Truth is the light which 
guides us in the way of safety. Truth is the mould 
which gives shape to character. Truthis the seal 
which impresses on the soul the divine image. Truth 
is the “ rod of Christ’s strength” whereby he rules in 
the midst of his enemies. Truth is the food whereon 
“ the inner man” is nourished and invigorated for 
duty or for suffering. And it is only as the Truth 
revealed in Jehovah’s testimony is understood and 
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believed so as to influence the heart according to its 
nature, that his merciful designs by it are attained. 
Error is the bane of godliness and virtue, of comfort 
and salvation. Hence the obligation of vigilantly 
guarding the purity of Christian doctrine—of “ ear- 
nestly contending for the faith which was once deli- 
vered to the saints.” 

Were it inquired, ‘ how far a person may be igno- 
rant or unbelieving as to the contents of divine reve- 
lation, without danger to his state as an immortal 
and accountable being?’ I should decline giving a 
reply. We are not furnished, under‘inspired autho- 
rity, with a series of propositions formally singled out 
from the sacred records, and set forth as essentials, 
permitting us to undervalue and discard all other 
parts of the divine will. We cannot withhold our 
credence from any doctrine taught in the Word of 
God, without being ourselves sufferers, in proportion 
to its importance—without incurring the guilt of so 
far impugning the veracity and goodness of Him 
who revealed it. Nevertheless, I.do not hesitate to 
avow my conviction, that opinions regarding the Per- 
son of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the mode in which 
he reconciles sinners to God, affect the vitals of 
evangelical piety, and whatever is momentous in our 
hopes for immortality. ‘ Jesus Christ and him cru- 
cified” is the great theme of Heaven's revelation of 
mercy to the guilty. To perpetuate ignorance upon 
these subjects, is represented as the great aim of Sa- 
tanic agency in its purposes of ruin against man; 
“ the god of this world hath blinded the minds of 
them who believe not, lest the light of the gospel of 
the glory of Christ, who is the image of God, should © 
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shine unto them.” To know the truth upon these 
subjects, was the object of the apostle Paul’s highest 
ambition, and, compared with which, in his reckon- 
ing, all other attainments were unworthy of account ; 
*¢ yea, doubtless, and I count all things but loss, for 
the excellency of the knowledge of Christ Jesus my 
Lord.” The human mind may take the range of na- 
tural science—may regale itself amid the luxurious 
sweets and beauties of Parnassus—may attain to gi- 
gantic size and stature in the measure of its powers— 
may preside with far-famed and prosperous sway 
over colleges or kingdoms—may know all that can 
be known of the Creator, and morals, and eternity, 
apart from the sacred volume—may solve, to its own 
conviction and the instruction of multitudes, problems 
connected with the evidences and criticism of that 
Holy Book, but if it has not followed the light, re- 
velation sheds, guiding it te Bethlehem, there to see 
and worship *“ God manifest in the flesh,” and to 
Calvary, there to see the incarnate Deity accomplish- 
ing the sacrifice which expiates the guilt of men; the 
greatest wonder of the universe is yet unseen, the 
*‘ one thing needful” for our happiness hereafter, is 
yet unknown. . “ He that believeth on the Son, hath 
everlasting life; and he that believeth not the Son, 
shall not see life, but the wrath of God abideth on 
him.” 

That two natures were combined in the person of 
Christ—a nature which existed in ineffable glory, 
prior to his appearance on earth, and a nature which 
was then born—a nature really divine, and a nature 
really huaman—cannot, I think, be denied by an in- 
telligent, unprejudiced, and believing reader of the 
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Seriptures. Upon no other supposition can we ex- 
plain the prophecy, “ unto us a Child is born, unte 
us a Son is given; and the government shall be upon 
His shoulders; and His name shall be called Won- 
derful, Counsellor, the mighty God, the everlasting: 
Father, the Prince of peace.” If language can con- 
vey ideas, it is afhrmed by the apostle John, m the 
first chapter of his gospel: “ In the beginning was 
the Word, and the Word was with God, and the 
Word was God. All thmgs were made by him, and 
without him was not any thing made that was made. 
And the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us, 
and we beheld his:glory, the glery as ef the only-begot- 
ten of the Father, full of grace and truth.” Equally 
incapable of any other construction, is the witness 
borne by the apostle Paul in his Epistle to the Phil- 
lippians; ** Let this mind be in you which was also 
in Christ Jesus, who, being in the form of God, 
thought it not rebbery to be equal with God; but 
made himself of no reputation, and took upon him 
the form of a servant, and was made im the likeness 
of men.” On no other principle can we vindicate 
the heavenly hosts, as revealed to John in the divine 
visions of Patmos from the imputation of idolatry ; 
« I beheld and I heard the voice of many angels round 
about the throne and the beasts and the elders; and 
the number of them was ten thousand times ten 
thousand and thousands of thousands, saying with a 
loud voice, Worthy is the Lamb that was slain to re- 
ceive power, and riches, and wisdom, and strength, 
and honour, and glory, and blessmg.” That he had 
a true human nature, is not disputed. And when I 
find it declared in the record inspired by the God of 
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truth, that Jesus is “* God,” “ the true God,” “ the 
great God,” “ over all God blessed for ever,” “ Je- 
hovah,” “ Jehovah of hosts ;” that to him belong eter- 
nity, immutability, omnipotence, omnipresence, om- 
_ niscience—attributes which incommunicably belong to 
the Deity ; that by him the universe of worlds and 
beings of every grade was created and is preserved ; 
that religious worship is his'due, and is presented to 
him, not only by saints on earth but by all the re- 
deemed and angelic choirs of heaven ; evidence of his 
divinity, celestial in its brightness, shines upon the 
eyes of my understanding, which no sluggishness in 
my faculties of intellectual vision, nor any effort of 
prejudice to keep them closed against it, can prevent 
me from perceiving. My heart, no longer “ faithless 
but believing,” confides, rejoices, and adores, ex- 
claiming, “my Lord, and my God !” 

The fact, that our Lord Jesus Christ’s person was 
an incarnation of the Deity, being thus ascertained 
upon the high and infallible warrant of the divine tes- 
timony, we are not left to discuss as a condition of 
our belief in that fact, its possibility, its rationality, 
the mode in which it was effected, or the kind of 
union which in his person connects the nature of God 
with the nature of man. Sceptics and scoffers may 
propound to the unskilful disciple of Christianity, a 
series of perplexing inquiries on these topics, and, 
because he is incompetent to answer, imagine they 
vindicate their incredulity and achieve a triumph. 
But the error, folly, and reproach are their own, not 
his. The rules of sound philosophical investigation 
require that all systems, reasonings, and scruples 
should bow implicitly to facts. By a more general 
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and attentive perusal of the book of creation, facts 
have been ascertained, which have carried wide- 
spreading desolation among theories, honoured 
at one period with the homage of the scientific 
world. If we are to believe nothing, the modes 
and. causes of which are to us_ inexplicable, 
we ought to deny the perpetual movement of the 
heart and lungs, the union of mind and matter, 
the influence of motive upon volition and of volition 
upon action, with many other phenomena in the cir- 
cumscribed limits of our own being. <A thing may 
appear absurd to one man which appears rational to 
another. Our doctrine of the world’s rotundity and 
motion may be the subject of contemptuous ridicule 
with some of its inhabitants, who have been accus- 
tomed to regard it as a fixed plane; and they, proud 
of their common sense and better information, would 
doubtless despise and pity our ignorance. No person 
will deny that there is a connexion between the sun 
and the light, so that when he rises day pervades and 
gladdens the land, and when he sets the gloom of 
night supervenes and shrouds it. Yet the ablest mas- 
ters Im science are not agreed as to the nature of that 
connexion, some supposing light to be an emanation 
from the sun—others, that it is an element univer- 
sally diffused, and only excited by his presence. Now 
the true Christian imitates the true philosopher. 
Facts are the objects of his faith. He regards the 
Scriptures as a revelation of facts which are beyond 
the sphere of his own mind’s research, and of which 
he can be informed only by testimony, but which it is 
indispensable he should know in order to his eternal 
welfare. This revelation is inspired by “ God who 
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who cannot lie’—a Being of infinite knowledge, vera- 
city, and goodness. He reads this testimony of 
“‘ things not seen,” and finds the person of Christ de- 
clared to be an incarnation of the Deity. He has no 
alternative but to believe or impeach the record. He 
cannot pronounce the incarnation impossible, unless 
he perfectly understand whatever in the modes and 
connexions of being, is possible to divine agency. 
He cannot pronounce it absurd, unless he perfectly 
comprehend the fact so as to have a complete ana- 
lysis of it present to his view, with all the principles 
of rational harmony which are known by the divine 
intelligence. He feels that his capacity is small, his 
powers feeble, his knowledge scanty, his judgment 
erring. He knows that there is a greater disparity be- 
tween his mind and that which deigns to instruct him, 
than there is between the instincts of the smallest 
animalculz, and the intellectual grasp and power and 
treasures of a Newton ora Boyle. And his reason 
equally with his piety moves him to believe all possi- 
ble, all rational, all certain which Jehovah affirms 
to him as true. ; 
Hitherto controversies regarding the Person of 
Christ have usually involved the question of his divi- 
nity. At present, however, opinions affecting his 
humanity, such as the writer of these lines cannot 
but deprecate as materially erroneous, have been 
broached with much confidence, and widely dissemi- 
nated, The Rev. Edward Irving has stood forth, in 
the pulpit and from the press, as their advocate, if 
not their author. ‘These opinions I propose to con- 
trovert. It is far from my intention to express my- 
self disrespectfully of that gentleman, and I regret 
BO 
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that the frequent mention of his mame in the course 
of the discussion will be unavoidable in consequence 
of no distinctive appellation having been yet given to 
his hypothesis, and my remarks having to do solely 
with his positions and arguments. 1 cordially con- 
cur in the principles he has himself avowed in his 
exhortation to the ministers“of religion in his work, 
“ On the Human Nature of Christ”——though if adopt- 
ed by myself it would have an application the oppo- 
site of that in which it was penned. “I have one 
“word more to my brethren who are stirred up to do 
“ battle over men for the bulwarks of Zion, that 
‘they would add to their valour and hardihood, 
* knowledge; and to knowledge, temperance ; and to 
“temperance, godliness; and to godliness, patience ; 
** and to patience, brotherly-kindness, and to brother- 
“ ]y-kindness, charity. Spare the men; but oh! 
* spare not the error. Attack it, expose it, root it 
“ out, destroy it; and let the last breath be a testi- 
“ mony against it. They call this personality. I 
“deny it: it is the opposite. It is not the persons, 
“ but their errors, their destructive, seductive er- 
“rors, we are set against. This is love to the per- 
“son. Thus I will carry myself with forbearance to . 
“the men, with unsparing destructiveness to their 
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erroneous doctrines.” Page 142. 

To prepare the reader for the subsequent discus- 
sion, it is proper he should be in possession of Mr. 
Irving’s opinions on that subject, which is the primary, 
though it is far from being the only topic of contro- 
versy suggested by his volume. For this purpose I 
shall transcribe a few of his own statements. Much 
misrepresentation, not to say unfair dealing, has ex- 
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isted, in consequence of polemical writers presenting 
an opponent's sentiments in phraseology supplied by 
themselves, instead of quoting his own expressions. I 
therefore introduce our author to speak for himself, 
and shall pursue the same course in regard to any 
other of his positions which may become matter of 
debate. This method will require a little more 
patience in the reader: but it is more candid; it is 
the method I should prefer being adopted in regard to 
myself; and it is the only one which will enable us to 
attain satisfactory conclusions on the merits of the 
points at issue. 

In common with myself, Mr. Irving professes to 
believe in the divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
although he entertains opinions on the subject, or at 
least has employed expressions in conveying his ideas, 
which many persons will wish he had more distinctly 
explained. “ Before the world was, the Persons of 
*‘ the Godhead, set up among themselves the Christ, 
“as hath been said, and the Son took that form of 
“ subsistence, and was God, subsisting as the Word, 
“the Logos, before the world was. This glorious 
** fulness of the Godhead, not absolute, but contained, 
“and containing all purposes, forms of being, provi- 
‘* dences, and events whatsoever, is what Christ 
“ speaketh of under the name, ‘ The glory which I 
“had with thee before the world was.’ Now con- 
“template the Son of God, thus subsisting as the 
“ Christ before creation, and you have the being 
‘“‘ which ‘ was made flesh and dwelt among us ;’ which 
“died on the accursed tree; or as it is in the text, 
“became dead and lived again. He is not God in . 
“ the absoluteness who doth so, but God in the limits 
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of the Word; not God absolute, but the Logos, 
whose person indeed is the Son of God, but whose 
subsistence is not as the absolute Godhead, but as 
the Godhead intelligible. Now this is he which 
was born, and yet Godhead was not born: this is 
he which was tempted of evil, and yet Godhead 
cannot be tempted of evil: this is he which died, 
and yet Godhead cannot die. God first realizes to 
himself a subsistence, as the Word in the person of 
the Son; and the Son thus subsisting, not in his 
absolute Godhead, but in his limited Godhead, be- 
comes flesh, and becomes dead. His Godhead all 
the while remaining unchanged, his Christhood 
alone passeth through the condition of humiliation 
and death; and yet the identity of the person is 
preserved, whether you look to his subsistence in 
Godhead absolute, or his subsistence in Christhood 
before the worlds ; or his subsistence in sinful flesh, 
which he made sinless, redeeming it out of death ; 
or his present subsistence before the throne of God; 
or his future subsistence as the King and. Priest of 
a regenerate world. The unintelligible part of the 
mystery is, how Godhead should come out of the 
absolute form, into the relative form of the Christ ; 
and how the person, subsisting as the Christ, should 
likewise subsist as the absolute God. To attempt 
to explain this, to attempt to understand it, is to 
attempt to make God comprehensible, which is no 
less than to attempt to make him a creature, yea, 
and the creation of a creature: for this action of 
Godhead, by which he becometh comprehensible, 
is an action above and beyond the comprehensible ; 
is an action to the end of being comprehensible, 
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“and must therefore, remain for ever incomprelen- 
“sible. This, therefore, I attempt not to explain : 
** this I pronounce inexplicable to man or angel.” 
pp. 144, 145. 

Of course what a writer does not understand, and 
declares to be in itself inexplicable to man or angel, 
we cannot require him to make intelligible to his 
readers; and certainly the gift of understanding all 
mysteries, would be requisite in no ordinary degree, 
for comprehending some of these statements. As, 
however, no proofs from “ the law and the testimony” 
are introduced to sustain this hypothesis, I shall leave 
it for the present unmolested on its proper founda- 
tion—the ipse dixit of its inventor. 

In regard to our Saviour’s manhood, Mr. Irving 
maintains, in common with myself, that it was liable 
to sorrow, pain, weakness, hunger, fatigue, death, and 
other merely physical infirmities incident to our na- 
ture. But he maintains also that, like our own, it 
was sinful. Before I read the essay now under con- 
sideration, I thought that perhaps he considered our 
Lord’s body as. the subject of moral depravity apart 
from the soul. This idea occurred to me by a glance 
at the following passage, in one of his sermons on the 
Incarnation. ‘I believe it to be necessary unto sal- 
‘“* vation, that a man should believe, that Christ’s soul 
“‘ was so held in possession by the Holy Ghost, and 
“so supported by the Divine nature, as that it never 
“ assented to an evil suggestion: while upon the 
‘“‘ other hand, his flesh was of that mortal and cor- 
“‘ ruptible kind, which is liable to all forms of evil 
‘‘ suggestion and temptation, through its participation 
in a fallen nature and in a fallen world: and that 
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“thus, though assailable at all points through his 
‘ flesh, he was in all respects holy, seeing wickedness 
“ consisteth not in being tempted, but in yielding to 
‘‘ temptation. This, I say, I consider to be an article 
‘¢ of faith necessary for salvation ; and the opposite of 
“it, which holdeth that his flesh was unfallen, and 
* not liable to all temptation by sin, nor conscious to 
‘it, I hold to be a virtual denial of his humanity ; 
‘a removal of us from the fellowship of his media- 
“ tion ;” &e. p. (140.) xvii. The distinction between 
a soul holy, and a body unholy, at once suggested 
the inquiry, ‘ How can a mass of merely animated 
matter, consisting of bones, sinews, blood-vessels, &c. 
apart from an intelligent principle that thinks and 
feels and wills, be capable of moral evil or moral 
good ?’ It may be an instrument, but cannot be of it- 
self an agent. The character of the body as to virtue 
or vice, religion or impiety, must depend upon the 
movements of the soul. The first sentence of the 
work before us, shows that my conjecture was un- 
founded, and that its author considers our Saviour’s 
soul as well as his body, to have been like ours, de- 
praved. “ It grieves me every day, to find how un- 
*‘ sound is the faith of many, how insecure and un- 
“ steady the faith of almost all, in the true humanity 
“of Christ : I mean humanity of the substance of the 
“ Blessed Virgin; humanity, body and soul, under 
“all conditions of the Fall, tempted in all points, | 
“inward and outward as we are tempted.” 

A few other quotations, will inform the reader what 
degree of degeneracy Mr. Irving considers to have 
dwelt in the manhood of Christ. 

“JT believe that my Lord did come down, and 
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toil, and sweat, and travail, in exceeding great sor- 
row, in this mass of temptation with which I and 
every sinful man are oppressed ; did bring his Di- 
vine person into death-possessed humanity, into the 
one substance of manhood created in Adam, and 
by the Fall, brought into a state of resistance to, 
and alienation from God, of condemnation and pro- 
clivity to evil, of subjection to the devil; and bear- 
ing it all upon his shoulders, in that very state into 
which God put it after Adam had sinned, did suffer 
its sorrow and pains and swimming anguish, its 
darkness, wasteness, disconsolateness, and hidden- 
ness from the countenance of God: and by his 
faith and patience did earn for himself the name 
of ‘the man of sorrow,’ and ‘the Author and 
Finisher of our faith.” Men understand not this 
from their not understanding, that human nature is 
one thing, which Adam possessed complete, which 
hath not been added to, for creation hath not been 
added to. It is a commonwealth of flesh and 
reason, into which many persons are sent to prove 
its innate vileness and irresistible violence against 
God, until He came, whose power is the Son of 
God ; whom it could not overcome, though it as- 
sailed him as it doth us; but he overcame it and 
redeemed it from its oppressions.” pp. 2, 3. 

“ Behold then the Son of Man compressing, within 
the short period of his prophetic office, the total of 
mankind’s liability to be tempted unto sin! conceive 
every variety of human passion, every variety of 
human affection, every variety of human error, every 
variety of human wickedness, which hath ever been 
realized, inherent in the humanity, and combined 
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“ aeainst the holiness of him who was not only a man, 
*‘ but the Son of Man, the heir of all the infirmities 
“ which-man entaileth upon his children, which he 
“took freely and fully upon him; all to bear, and 
“ bearing all, to annihilate all, and to bring in a 
‘* righteousness universal, as the fall and the tempta- 
** tion were universal; and then shall you have an 
“idea of the Son of Man’s temptation and load.” 
p- 17. 

‘“‘ T hold it to be the surrender of the whole ques- 
“ tion to say, that he was not conscious of, engaged 
“‘ with, and troubled by, every evil disposition which 
“ inhereth in the fallen manhood, which overpowereth 
“ every man that is not born of God; which over- 
“‘ powered not Christ only because he was born or 
“ generated of God; the Son of God that day begot- 
“ten in flesh when he was conceived of the Virgin. 
“Tsay, that to yield a jot of this is to yield all: I 
“ will not yield a jot of it. Iwill suffer the loss of 
‘“‘ all things sooner, and death itself, than suffer this 
“ doctrine to be shaken so long as I can help it.” 
po stL I: 

“‘ Manhood in Adam was sinless, set up in righte- 
*‘ ousness and true holiness by the Creator. With 
“‘ this state of it the Holy Scripture hath little to 
“do: manhood after the Fall broke into many sins 
“ of every name and aggravation ; corrupt to the very 
‘“* heart’s core, and from the centre of its inmost will 
“sending out streams black as hell. This is the 
‘human nature which every man is clothed upon 
‘¢ withal, which the Son of Man was clothed upon 
*¢ withal, bristling thick and strong with sin like the 
‘‘ hairs upon the porcupine. These sins are in man- 
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hood, the manhood of the child unborn, of the man- 
hood of the babe of days and months, all the same 
as in the manhood of the wretch grown grey with 
sin. This poisonous coat, not of flesh merely, but 
of flesh and heart, covering and insphering and grasp- 
ing and oppressing every person, and dragging him 
down out of light into hell’s nethermost pit of dark- 
ness, is the condition of the creature which wanteth 
to be sanctified and redeemed and presented spot- 
less in the presence of God; and this Christ did 
with it, this he did for it. I stand forth and say, 
that the teeming fountain of the heart’s vileness was 
opened on him; and the Augean stable of human 
wickedness was given. him to eleanse, and the furi- 
ous wild beasts of human passions were given him 
totame. ‘This, this is the horrible pit and the miry 
clay out of which he was brought, Ps. xl.: these, 
these are the dogs and the lions and the unicorns- 
and the many strong bulls of Bashan, which engird- 
ed him round, Ps. xxii.: these, these are the sins 
which were more numerous than the hairs of his 
head, Ps. xl, ; not of his own (let it never be said) 
but sins of that substance which he -took, that sin 
for which we are answerable, and which opens its 
craving, threatening, deadly mouth upon every one 
who comes into the regions of manhood: where 
Christ coming, met its many fountains of iniquity, 
and was not polluted by them; heard the roaring 
violence of those passions, more fearful than the 
cave of Eolus, and was not terrified; saw those 
fearful shapes of darkness, like Pandemenium dis- 
closed, and was not dismayed; encountered all 
hidings, bereavings, afflictions, and griefs laid on him 
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by the Father, and was not shaken from the faith 
of his Father’s love, of that Godhead union which 
was between them.” pp. 126, 127. 

Nevertheless (with what consistency we shall here- 


after inquire) Mr. Irving maintains that our Lord’s 


human nature was holy, being from the first com- 


pletely regenerate. “ For the end of preventing all 
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mistake, and if possible, all misrepresentation, I 
count it good thus early to take an important dis- 
tinction between sinful flesh in the regenerate and 
in the unregenerate state; and while I assert that 
Christ’s flesh or human nature was in the former, 
utterly to deny that it was in the latter condition. 
I maintain that from his generation, his life was the 
Holy Ghost life, and not the natural life of flesh 
and blood. ‘There were in him no motions of the 
unregenerate man; but always motions of the re- 
generate. Yet as a man’s nature after vegeneration 
is the same sinful nature as before, though restrain- 
ed from power by the indwelling of the Spirit of 
Christ, so was Christ’s substance after his genera- 
tion of the Holy Ghost the same as before, very 
substance of his mother, without change or altera- 
tion, without defect, and without addition to any 
creature part; a perfect or complete humanity, a 
true body and a reasonable soul; a personable sub- 
stance, though not a human person; the person 
being the person of the Son of God. It is of the 
essence of the truth, it is all that the truth is worth, 
to maintain that regeneration, or impartation of the 
Holy Ghost addeth nothing, withdraweth nothing, 
changeth nothing of our created substance, but by 


“an invisible person of Godhead controlleth and over- 
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“ cometh it; so necessary is it to believe likewise of 
“ Christ’s human nature, that its generation of the 
* Holy Ghost added and altered nothing of its crea- 
‘* ture-substance, but ever operated by Godhead 
“power to restrain and subdue, and sanctify, and 
*¢ uphold all its motions and actions. This was his 
“‘ great work of humiliation and suffering: and, be- 
“* lieving this I were found a most unworthy and un- 
‘¢ faithful witness to what he did for me, and for all 
‘the world, did I not repudiate and resist those who 


a 


* cut his work short, and exhibit it as some holiday 
‘‘ enjoyment, or incomprehensible action, instead ‘of 
“a comprehensible self-inflicted degradation, for the 
“end of meeting sin in its own strong-hold, and 
‘“‘ redeeming both soul and body from its dominion.” 
pp. 3,4. The views here stated respecting rege- 
neration and the atonement will subsequently be 
discussed. 

Upon his own showing, the difference between Mr. 
Irving’s opinions on our Lord’s Human Nature, and 
those which are commonly preached and received 
among us as evangelical, is highly important. “If 
“it be said, that every spirit that confesseth not that 
“ Jesus Christ is come in the flesh, is not of God; 
“and ‘this is that spirit of antichrist, whereof ye 
«¢ have heard that it should come, and even now is 
“already in the world; what shall we say of those 
“ hordes of sectaries (I wish I had not to add unlearn- 
“ed churchmen, I trust only a few, and for a few 
‘ months till they learn their creed better,) who have 
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‘‘ risen up around us, and proclaim, in their several 
‘“ slanderous publications, that it is a heresy to say 
‘ that Jesus Christ took sinful flesh? I say of them, 
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** what St. John saith in his Second Epistle, ver. 7: 
“« « Many deceivers are entered into the world, who 
“ confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh: 
‘‘ this is a deceiver, and an antichrist.. And the rule 
“ which, by the blessing of God, I will observe to- 
“ wards all such men, is contained in the 10th and 
‘* 11th verses of the same chapter: ‘ If there come 
“ any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive 
“him not into your house, neither bid him God- 
*‘ speed; for he that biddeth him God-speed, is par- 
“‘ taker of his evil deeds.’ | This injunction I consider 
‘as laid upon all Christians, towards all preachers 
‘“‘ who will not confess that Jesus Christ is come in 
“the flesh; or will make the doctrine void, under 
‘“‘ vain pretences of denying the consubstantiality of 
“ his flesh with this of ours; or by asserting that some 
“‘ change passed upon it in the act of its generation; 
“‘ or will set light by the whole matter, as not worthy 
‘¢ of a Christian’s consideration; whereas truth here is 
‘“‘ the radiating point of truth, and error here the ra- 
“ diating point of error.” pp. 21, 22. 

It was once hoped, that, though Mr. Irving had 
been led into some opinions not altogether consonant 
with Scripture by mistaking eccentricity for origina- 
lity and by indulging in speculations on what may 
be termed the metaphysics of theology, his errors were 
not material ; that the appearance of “discrepancy re- 
sulted more from the peculiar phraseology in which 
he clothed his opinions, than from any important de- 
viation from truth in the sentiments themselves. — If, 
however, the foregoing representations be correct, 
between himself and numbers whom we have been 
accustomed to revere as wise and faithful ministers 
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of Christ in periods past and present, “there is a 
great gulf fixed,” across which the hand of Christian 
fellowship cannot reach, and whose sides are so wide 
apart that even divine mercy in its largest embrace 
cannot comprehend both. Yes; according to his ver- 
dict, not only some “ unlearned churchmen” and 
those who teach among “ the hordes of sectaries” 
now, but the Cranmers, and Latimers, and Hoopers, 
and Calvins, and Charnocks, and Mantons, and Fla- 
vels, and Owens, and Howes, of former ages, are to 
be reputed deceivers and antichrists, who contessed 
not that Jesus Christ-is come in the flesh. Instead 
of being considered luminaries of such glorious radi- 
ance that, though they have long since sunk below 
our world’s horizon, being set they yet shine and dif- 
fuse abroad through our firmament a flood of day— 
they are only worthy of execration as “ wandering 
stars,to whom is reserved the blackness of darkness for 
ever.” Happily for them and for ourselves, “ it isa 
small thing to be judged of man’s judgment.” “ To 
our own Master we stand or fall.” Mr. Irving else- 
where tells us, that he writes his book “ for the ig- 
norant multitude, whom blind guides are deceiving 
unto their destruction ;” and the sentiments and tone 
of the quotation last made are not the only proofs he 
gives of having formed no very high estimate of the . 
intelligence or piety of his readers. But foibles of 
this kind, though we may deeply deplore them, should 
not prevent our examining a writer's arguments. Cau- 
tion, however is required, lest by coming into contact 
with a spirit that is uncourteous and antichristian, we 
should be imbued with any portion of it ourselves. 
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CHAPTER SECOND. 


ARGUMENTS FOR THE SINFULNESS OF OUR LORD’S 
HUMAN NATURE CONSIDERED. 


To the generality of readers, the foregoing extracts 
will carry their own confutation. The views they 
present of Him whom even demons acknowledged 
and feared as “‘ the Holy One of God,” are so revolt- 
ing, that surely no properly instructed heart can read 
them without feeling them to be untrue. Neverthe- 
less, it will be proper to notice by what proofs the 
author would sustain his allegations, and induce their 
reception by others. 


I. It is. confidently affirmed, that the word “ rLEsu,” 
by which the sacred writers express the humanity 
of Christ, signifies a NATURE that is MORALLY 
DEPRAVED. 

Mr. Irving declares, that ‘ the doctrine of our Lord’s 

“humanity, as the same is stated in Scripture, is 
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contained in such passages as these:—Rom. i. 3. 
“« ¢ Jesus Christ our Lord, which was made of the 
“ seed of David according to (the) flesh ;’ 1 Tim. iii.16. 
*“*God was manifest in the flesh; Hebrews v. 7. 
““* Who in the days of his flesh, when he had offered 
up prayers and supplications, with strong crying 
and tears, unto him that was able to deliver him 
‘from death; 1 Peter iii. 18. ‘ Being put to death 
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“ indeed in (the) flesh, but quickened by the Spirit.” 
p- 5; and on pp. 19, 20, he says, “ that every passage 
“ of Scripture, which declares Christ to have come in 
‘the flesh, which declareth the Word to be made 
“ flesh, which declareth God to be manifested in the 
“ flesh, is a proof, total and complete, that he came 
“in sinful flesh. For what is the meaning of flesh, 
“in Scripture? Is it not the sinful, mortal, corrup- 
‘“ tible, fleeting thing of which it is said, ‘ all flesh is 
“ grass ; of which it is said, ‘ the flesh warreth against 
“the spirit; of which it is said, ‘ in it (in the flesh) 
“‘ dwelleth no good thing?’ If, then, it be said, that 
‘‘ Christ came in flesh, who shall dare to interpret 
‘“‘that word, ‘ flesh, otherwise than all Scripture 
“¢ doth interpret it? Who shall interpret it otherwise 
‘‘than sinful flesh? that is, flesh of that kind and 
“‘ property, which betrayeth and tempteth all other 
“ persons unto sin, and with equal force wrought 
* against the Person of the Son of God, but never 
“¢ prevailed by reason of the holy unction with which 
‘“‘ the Father continually supplied his believing Son, 
‘¢ and which, the obedient Son ever used to restrain 
‘¢ and constrain the creature substance unto the will 
“of the Godhead.” 

I freely admit that the term on which so much 
stress is laid, is sometimes employed as meaning a 
depraved or unregenerate state—our condition and 
course of life prior to conversion. We have the pre- 
cise phrase which occurs in.1 Tim. iii. 16. to express 
the Incarnation, used in the Epistle to the Romans 
in the application I have now mentioned., Chap.vii.5. 
‘¢ When we. were ‘ in the flesh,’ the motions of sin, 
which were. by the law, did work in our members, 
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to bring forth fruit unto death.” Will it be said, 
that the Son of Ged was ever “ in the flesh,” accord- 
ing to this import of the expression ? did the motions 
of sin ever work in his members, to bring forth fruit 
unto death ? We have the same words in chap. viii. 8,9. 
“ they that are ‘in the flesh,’ cannot please God: but 
ye are not ‘ in the flesh, but in the spirit, if so be 
that the spirit of God dwell in you.’ Was our 
Lord Jesus Christ, “ in the flesh,’ in this sense at 
all, that is, was he ever so under the power of de- 
pravity, that he was incapable of pleasing God? If to 
be “in the flesh,” be to dwell in fallen manhood, how 
shall we interpret the account given of the converted, 
that they “ are not in the flesh ?” are we to suppose, 
that no regenerate man continues to inhabit the same 
nature in which he dwelt before ? No one can assent 
to positions so impious and absurd. 

I may, however, be reminded that the word “ flesh” 
is employed even in these texts to signify moral de- 
generacy, and be directed to Galatians v. 17. as an 
instance in which it is applied to the evil propensities 
remaining in a partially renewed man,—“ the flesh 
lusteth against the spirit, and the spirit against the 
flesh, and these are contrary the one to the other, 
so that ye cannot do the things that ye would.” 
But let it be observed, that neither in this case, nor 
in those before noticed, can the word intend human 
nature itself, but evil principles inherent in it. The 
saint's manhood is the region wherein both flesh and 
spirit reside, and war in unceasing conflict. It is the 
theatre of combat, not a partizan in the strife, and 
the contest is for the possession and dominion of it. 
If, therefore, as Mr. Irving maintains, when we read, 
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“ the Word was made flesh,” the term is to be un- 
derstood as it is employed in the text now quoted, 
we must believe, not that the Word became man, but 
that he became sz. 

In places almost innumerable the term signifies 
human nature in general, or man in the abstract, 
without regard to his moral propensities, whether 
good or bad. Ecclesiastes xii. 12. “‘ much study is a 
weariness to the flesh ;’ and Isaiah xl. 5. “ the glory 
of the Lord shall be revealed, and all flesh shall see 
it together, for the mouth of the Lord hath spoken 
ite’: 


latter of these passages to the Millennium, consider- 


Probably indeed Mr. Irving would apply the 


ing, that antecedently to our Lord’s second advent, 
when the saints shall be raised and the wicked re- 
moved from the earth, there will occur no period, as 
there has been none, when ail the inhabitants of the 
world shall see the glory of God in Christ together. 
If so, the redeemed in their glorified bodies, are here 
by the Prophet called “ flesh,” a term, which Mr. 
Irving states, none dare interpret otherwise, than as 
expressing a sinful nature. Either his argument for 
the sinfulness of our Lord’s humanity, or his disbelief 
in the universal conversion of mankind to the profes- 
sion of Christian truth before the second advent, 
must fall. It is remarkable, that the word occurs not 
less than three times in Genesis il. 21-24. to express 
the unfallen nature of man. In Luke xxiv. 19. our 
- Saviour applies it to his own body after the resurree- 
tion, when, even on Mr. Irving’s statement, it was 
redeemed from every evil taint, “ behold my hands 
and my feet, that it is I myself; handle me and see, 
Cc 
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for a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye see me 
have.” Does not Job apply the term to the resur- 
rection body in his memorable declaration, “ though 
after my skin worms destroy this body, yet in my 
flesh shall I see God?” Enough has been adduced 
to disprove the position that the word “ flesh,” is 
always employed in Scripture as meaning a sinful 
manhood, and to show how dangerous to the interests 
of truth it would be to receive Mr. Irving’s most 
confident assertions with implicit trust. 

It is by an assumption equally unwarranted as the 
one now exposed, that some statements in the 2d 
chap. of the Epistle to the Hebrews, are brought 
forward by Mr. Irving, as favouring his views. In 
verse Ilth we read, “ both he that sanctifieth, and 
they who are sanctified, are all of one,” that is, of 
one nature. It is contended that, as our Lord and 
his people are “ all of one” nature, his manhood must, 
like theirs, be sinful. But this is a manifest petitio 
principit, for the controversy regards not the kind 
of natute he assumed, but its moral condition ; and 
the point at issue, isnot whether he became man, but, 
was the manhood he took, like ours, degenerate. 
The text, by the work it ascribes to the Redeemer, 
implies that he should be immaculately holy. It pre- 
sents him before us, as the great SANCTIFIER of the 
saved. And most incongruous would it be, if the 
Author of purity to our race, were himself, as they 
are, defiled. Besides, if the expression, “ are all of 
one,” properly explained, conveys the idea of perfect 
resemblance between the Saviour and the saved, it 
requires that there should be as complete an identity 
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as can :€Xist in separate beings ; it requires equally, 
that they should possess the holiness and majesty of 
Ais Godhead, -as that he should possess the sinfulness 
and debasement of <hezr manhood. This, Mr. Irving 
would not concede ; but, when, he has based his rea- 
soning upon-the exposition of a text, he is bound to 
follow out that exposition in all its bearings, lead him 
where it) may. He,is not warranted to, stay its ap- 
plication wherever it shall, suit the.convenience of his 
system. He must stand true to it, should the result 
be against himself, or he must abandon it, with all 
the .aid it affords to his cause, as untenable. 

That the 11th verse instructs us in the general fact 
of our Lord’s taking on himself human nature, with- 
out particularly describing that nature as sinfud, is 
apparent from the 14th verse: “ Forasmuch then as 
the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he 
also himself likewise took, part of the same.” I 
know of no passage where the phrase “ flesh and 
blood” signifies more than manhood as. distinguished 
from superior orders of beings, or that ‘ earthly 
house of our tabernacle,” the body. In. the former 
sense, Christ employed it in his address after the 
memorable confession which Peter made of him, as 
the Messiah the Son of the living God: “ Blessed 
art thow Simon Barjona; for ‘ flesh and blood’ hath 
not revealed it unto. thee, but my Father which is 
in heaven,” »Matt. xvi. 17. In. the latter sense we 
find it employed by the apostle Paul, when proving 
that the body will be transformed at the resurrection ; 
“ This I say, brethren, that ‘ flesh and blood’ cannot 
inherit the. kingdom of God,” 1 Cor. xv. 50. I 
am not aware of its ever meaning sanfud manhood in 
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particular. The explanations now given, are cor 
firmed by the 16th verse ; “ For verily he took not 
‘on him the nature of angels, but he took on him 
the seed of Abraham.” The words in italics, as 
that circumstance indicates, are not in the original ; 
nevertheless, their being introduced, as was supposed, 
to complete the sense, shows that the justly venerated 
‘translators of the Bible did not concur with Mrz. 
Irving in his views of this context, but considered the 
inspired writer to be illustrating Christ’s assumption 
of the human nature rather than the angelic. The 
marginal reading, however, is preferable ; “ he taketh 
“ not hold of angels, but of the seed of Abraham he 
taketh hold,” intimating the class of beings he un- 
dertook to redeem, rather than the nature he united 
with his own. ‘The change hereby made is not indeed 
very material, since, as had been before stated, the 
Redeemer had to take on him the nature of the be- 
ings he was to save, in order to their deliverance. As 
to the way in which he has effected this great salva- 
tion, it will be hereafter seen how widely Mr. Ir- 
ving’s views differ from those which are commonly 
received among ‘us as consistent with the oracles of 
God. 

The reader must excuse my dwelling thus at 
length upon the meaning of words and phrases, be- 
cause, when particular terms are taken as the ground 
of a leading argument, it is necessary that their im- 
port should be carefully ascertained, Nothing could 
be more unfortunate for our Author’s hypothesis than 
his allusion to Rom. viii. 3; “ What the law 
could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, 
God sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful 
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flesh, and for sin condemned sin in the flesh.” By 
introducing this passage, he has supplied “ the igno- 
‘¢ rant multitude” with a complete refutation of his 
dogma ; for it will occur to the most careless inquirer, 
why, if the sacred writer believed the manhood in 
which Christ came to be sinful flesh, did he not at 
once say so? why, if it were the thing itself, did he. 
call it a “ likeness’’ only? why introduce the word 
“ fikeness” at all, unless it were intended to intimate 
that our Saviour’s human nature was not sinful flesh 
in reality, but merely its resemblance? Probably, a - 
regard to prudence induced our Author to notice this 
text, aware that it must present to every person ac- 
quainted with the New Testament, an insuperable 
ebjection to his scheme. Very wisely, therefore, he 
anticipates and endeavours to obviate it beforehand 
in the best way he can. I would be far from impu- 
ting to him want of candour, yet I cannot forbear re- 
gretting the obliquity existing somewhere, which 
eccasioned the follewing statement. ‘ Let no one 
“* suppose that because likeness is used, it was not 
“ very flesh of sin; because, when the same word is 
‘‘ used in other parts of Scripture, as in Rom, i. 23. 
“ ¢ changed the glory of the incorruptible God in 
“ likeness of image of corruptible flesh, and 
‘¢ Philip. ii. 7, ‘ was made in likeness of man,’ it 
‘* signifies the reality of the thing likened to, Christ 
“* being generated very man, and the heathen looking 
«‘ upon the image as very God, for therein is, the 
“ guilt of image worship. So in the passage before 
“us, Christ’s being sent in likeness of flesh of sin, 
*“« doth, from the very words, imply the identity of 
“ the substance ; as Cain’s being born in his father’s 
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‘‘ likeness, implies the identity of nature in the di- 
“ versity of persons.” pp. 12, 13. What does the 
writer profess to be intended by his new translation 
of the words in Rom. i. 23. “ in likeness of image of 
corruptible flesh ?” The only meaning I can. at- 
tach to the phrase is, that ‘‘an image of corruptible 
flesh,” was the “ likeness” into which the heathens 
“ changed the glory of the uncorruptible God.” “The 
glory,” is probably the Shechinah which appeared, 
as the presence or face of Jehovah, to the Patriarchs 
and among the Jews. The “ likeness,” of that glory, 
was certainly not the glory itself, but a lifeless, sense- 
Jess ‘‘ image” of mortal man. ‘The expression; ‘* was 
made in the likeness of men,” clearly implies that 
the manhood our Saviour took, differed in some 
respect from ours. The generality of Christians con- 
sider his to have been sinless, and ours to have been 
sinful. Mr. Irving maintains that there was no dif- 
ference at all. He is fond of referring to the original 
and translating accurately ;—did he, before he quoted 
Genesis v. 3. ascertain that the word in the Greek 
of the Lxx. there rendered “likeness,” is the same as 
that so rendered in Rom. viii. 3? Examination, or 
the appearance of it, is sometimes good policy, though 
on other occasions it is more safe to avoid it. It is 
remarkable (though only one instance of glaring in- 
consistency with which his volume abounds) that in 
the very next words to those above quoted, Mr. 
Irving teaches us, that “likeness” does not mean 
” though in the instance immediately pre- 
ceding, he had declared it did. Cain's being made 


“* identity, 


in the likeness of Adam brought to his recollection 
that Adam was made “ in the likeness of God,” and 
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we are gravely informed, that this does not mean that 
Adam was made God, but a likeness. 


II. The fact that our REDEEMER was EXPOSED 
TO TEMPTATION, and some statements of Scrip- 
ture regarding it, are urged as proof, that his 
manhood was sinful. 

That he was tempted, all who read the Gospel 
history know. The god of this world, by every 
method his ingenuity could contrive, or his energy 
put forth, or his terrestrial and infernal influence com- 
mand—made assault upon him, though every stage of 
the encounter served only to render more illustrious 
the triumph of our Deliverer. The fiery furnace 
through which he passed was heated seven times hot- 
ter than it was wont to be heated, and he came forth 
from it without so much as the smell of fire upon 
him. “If there had not been,” Mr. Irving demands, 
p. 24, “in Christ's nature, appetites and ambitions, 
“and spiritual darkenings, how, I ask, would the 
** devil have addressed these several temptations to 
“‘ his will? The devil did not surely both tempt him 
‘and make him temptable ; the devil knew already 
‘‘ wherein he was temptable, and addressing himself 
‘* thereto was utterly foiled.” Was there ever a more 
monstrous position put forth to human credulity than 
the one contained in these few lines? A being can- 
not have temptation offered to him unless he have al- 
ready in him evil dispositions answerable to the nature 
of the temptation! Therefore, when ovit Lord was 
tempted to fall down and worship the arch-fiend of 
darkness, in order to obtain from him all the kingdoms 
of this world, he had in him a disposition inclining 
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him to do so. When he was tempted to cast himself 
headlong from the pinnacle of the temple, he was in- 
clined to tempt the Lord, or to commit suicide. But 
the position tells beyond our Saviour. It goes back 
to the garden of Eden, aud demonstrates our first pa- 
rents to have been fallen before the Fall; for certainly 
their temptation preceded their transgression. Nay, 
even that reaches not the compass of its power :— 
it ascends the heights of heaven, and aims at the cha- 
racter of the Most High, for the prohibition “ thou 
shalt not tempt the Lord thy God,” proves the possi- 
bility of committing the sm, and the inspired history 
of the Israelites gives ample evidence that the sin,’ 
however deep its heinousness and awful its presump- 
tion, was perpetrated in instances not a few. 

We are tauglit, moreover by our Author, that our 
Lord’s manhood, besides being sinful because tempt- 
ed, was itself the abode of temptation. “ Having 
‘met all sin, and all weakness, and all mortality, 
‘“‘ and all corruption, and all devils, and all creature- 
“‘ oppression, and all creature-rebellion in his flesh ; 
‘in his body, he strangled them there, he did judg- 
‘‘ ment upon them there, he resisted, he overcame, 
‘‘ he captured them.” p. 8. -Two texts of Holy Writ 
are alleged as countenancing these assertions: Heb. 
ii. 17, 18. “ Wherefore in all things it behoved him 
to he made like unto his brethren, that he might be 
a merciful and a faithful High Priest in things per- 
taining to God, to make reconciliation for the sins 
of the people. For in that he hath suffered being 
tempted, he is able also to succour them that are 
tempted.” Chap. iv. 15; “ We have not an High 
Priest who cannot be touched with the feeling of our 
infirmities, but was in all points tempted like as. we 
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ere, yet without sin.” Let us notice these statements 
attentively. 

The expression, ‘ in all things made like unto his 
brethren,” cannot, consistently with fact, be under- 
stood of a conformity strictly universal between 
Christ and his people. For instance, he was not a 
partaker of original sin, as they are. They are all, 
for some portion of their lives, in an unregenerate 
state; —he never was. They have all contracted guilt 
before God by personal transgression ;—he never did. 
They have all occasion to say, “I find a law in my 
members warring against the law of my mind, and 
bringing me into captivity to the law of sin, which is 
in my members;’—he never had. The question 
therefore is, seeing the conformity is not universal, 
how far did it extend, and what did it require? The 
resemblance is general, not including every particu- 
lar. They are of the human race,—so was he. They 
are partakers of flesh and blood,—so was he. They 
are tempted,—so was he, for he “ suffered being 
tempted.” In the course of his earthly sojourn he 
was tempted to unbelief, to presumption, to pride, to 
ambition, to malice, to revenge, to discontent, to 
apostacy. Far be it from me to mean by his being 
tempted to these sins, that he was inclined towards 
them, or that any part of his nature was for a moment 
congenial with them. All I intend is that induce- 
ments and occasions of committing these offences 
were placed before him. And doubtless his perfect 
sinlessness, while it kept him proof against these 
temptations, rendered him peculiarly conscious of 
their severity, as they must have been incomparably 
more abhorrent to his nature, than they are to ours. 
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It may be important to remind the reader, that the 
words ‘ temptation,’ and ‘ trial,’ are frequently used by 
the sacred penmen as synonymous, the former signify- 
ing any thing or occurrence whereby our principles are 
put to the test, as well as a direet incitement to evil. 
Thus we read in Gen. xxii. 1. that “ God did tempt 
Abraham,” when he subjected his faith to the test of 
offering up his son in obedience to the divine com- 
mand. And in 1 Pet. i. 6, 7. “ Wherein ye greatly 
rejoice, though now for a season, if need be, ye are 
in heaviness through manifold ‘ temptations ; that 
the < trial’ of your faith, being much more precious 
than of gold that perisheth though it be ‘ tried’ 
with fire, might be found unto praise, and honour, 
and glory at the appearance of Jesus Christ.” In the 
same reference we have the words used by the Apos- 
tle James, chap.i. 2, 3, 12; “ My brethren, count it 
all joy when ye fall into divers ‘ temptations ; know- 
ing this, that the ‘ trial’ of your faith worketh pa- 
tience.—Blessed is the man that endureth ‘ tempta- 
tation,’ for when he is tried he shall receive the crown 
of life.” Every temptation is a trial, and every trial 
is a temptation. I would observe also, that in almost 
all cases the words signify something foreign to the 
individual. I recollect only two instances where it 
refers to any thing personal. In one of these it 
probably signifies a physical infirmity; Gal. iv. 15. 
““ My ‘ temptation’ which was in my flesh ye despis- 
ed not.” The other is, Jamesi. 14. “ Every man 
is ‘tempted’ when he is drawn away of his own lust 
and enticed,” where it means concurrence with a 
temptation, or yielding to sin. I do not say that the 
unsuccessful struggles of depravity, opposing better 
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principles in the heart of a believer, ought not to be 
called ‘temptations,’ but I affirm that the Holy Ghost 
never so calls them in the Scripture. When it is said 
that our Lord was “ in all points tempted like as we 
are,” it probably refers to the outward trials which 
our Sayiour encountered when accomplishing the 
work which was given him to do on earth, and con- 
tains nothing to imply that there were ‘‘ creature- 
rebellion” and. “ all devils” dwelling in his manhood 
and moving him to sin. The verse preceding that 
under our notice seems to suggest that the “ tempta- 
tions” mentioned as endured by him were persecutions 
from men: “ Seeing then that we haye a great high 
priest, that is passed into the heavens, Jesus the Son 
of God, let us hold fast our profession,” The Chris- 
tians addressed were at the time enduring “a great 
fight of afflictions” on account of their having em- 
braced the Gospel. The object of the writer is to esta- 
blish them in the belief of it and encourage them to 
bear up against the opposition they had to encoun- 
ter. He urges them to “ hold fast their profession,” 
by two considerations. First, that they had a great 
high priest engaged in their behalf with God, in whom 
their salvation was secured—a high priest, great in 
his person, the incarnate Son of God—great in his 
order, that of Melchisedeck, not that of Aaron—great 
in his sacrifice, the one offering of himself—great in 
the place of his ministrations, not the holy places. 
made with hands, which were only figures of the true, 
but heaven itself—great in the results of his media- 
tion, eternal redemption. Secondly, he assures them 
that this great high priest was also capable of the 
most tender sympathy with his followers, having him- 
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self endured the same trials they were themselves now 
called to bear through their steadfastness in his cause. 

Further, our Lord was not strictly, in every respect, 
tried as his people are. He knew not personally the 
sorrow occasioned by the loss of children, long con- 
tinued disease, or disappointed hopes of temporal — 
prosperity. And as to spiritual troubles; many of 
those which believers endure are connected with cir- - 
cumstances in which he never was placed. He was 
never by his own consciousness acquainted with the 
temptations which assail a child of God, who has 
been ensnared to the commission of sin; or those oc- 
casioned by a view of our ele sinfulness, 
prompting us to distrust the pardoning merey of 
Jehovah. Was the Saviour ever led to imagine, (as 
some of his followers have been,) that he had been 
guilty of the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, 
which hath never forgiveness? Was he ever tempted 
to doubt the divinity of his own person, or that his 
mission and doctrine were from heaven? If not, his 
being tempted in aé/ points as we are, must be taken 
with exceptions. Again; the words “ as we are, yet” 
are not in the original, as their being printed in 
italics intimates. The translators inserted them, to 
make what they conceived to be the meaning, more’ 
apparent. A better rendering of the clause would 
be—* was in all points tempted,” or tried, “ according 
to our likeness ;” and, as we have already seen, 
“ likeness,” does not signify an exact correspondence 
or counterpart, but a general resemblance with more 
or less difference and inequality. The words “ with- 
out sin,” or rather “ sin excepted,” point out a very 
‘material difference or inequality between the Saviour 
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and his people; the temptations which assailed hin, 
met with nothing congenial with them in his nature, 
whereas, our indwelling sin leagues and co-operates. , 
with them to induce a departure from rectitude. -He 
had no “ law in his members warring against the law 

of his mind.” He could never say, “ when I would 
~« do good, evil is present with me.” No! there was 
perfect harmony in our Lord’s person—there was no 
contention between his humanity and his divinity, or 
‘between one part of his manhood and another. Every 
thought of his mind, every feeling of his heart, with 
every word he uttered and every doing he performed, 
were in perfect unison with one another, and with 
the divine law. 


HI. Our Saviour being “ MADE UNDER THE LAW,” 
is appealed to as conclusive evidence that his 
-manhood was sinful. 

Mr. Irving’s statements on this point are strong, 
and doubtless, in his own opinion, triumphant for his 
cause. After quoting Gal. iv. 4. he proceeds, “ Now, 
‘“‘ what is meant by being made under the law ? The 
‘‘ Jaw was added because of transgression, and by the 
“ Jaw is the knowledge of sin ; and sin is not imputed 
** when there is no law. The object of the law, 
“‘ therefore is, by its own holiness, justice, and good- 
‘‘ ness, to make manifest and condemn the unholiness 
‘‘ which is in us. For, as the Scripture saith, the law 

“is not for a righteous man. ‘The law therefore, 
.“ presupposeth a sinful condition, and doth address 
‘‘ itself thereto. Adam was not under the law: the 
‘‘ law of righteousness was in him, and not out of him. 
“ The very constitution of the ten commandments, 
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“the manner of their wording, doth teach us, that 
“‘ they are addressed to one, who is by nature inclined 
“to rebel. ‘The interdict, “ Thou shalt not,” with 
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which they almost all set out, doth address an in- 
“ clination in us the other way. Besides, the substance 
“of the commandment doth apply to man in the 
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fallen, and not in the unfallen state of his being. 
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The first, against idolatry presupposeth idolatry ; the 
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second, against image-worship presupposeth image- 
worship, and so on throughout them all ; conditions 
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which by no means belonged to the world or to 
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man, until the devil had brought in all manner of 
evils consequent upon the Fall. Besides, it is ex- 
“‘ pressly declared by the apostle, that Abraham was 
“ not under the Jaw, but under the promise, and that 
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* the law was four hundred and thirty years poste- 
“rior to the prumise which Abraham received. It 
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may not be permitted therefore, for any person, in 
order to serve a system, to say, that Adam was 
“¢ under the law, or even that Abraham was under the 
law. If this liberty be allowed, then I can give no 
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interpretation whatever of the expression ‘ Christ 
“ made under the law.’ But if I be allowed to use 
Scripture language as the Holy Ghost doth, and to 
say that Adam was made perfect and good, sovereign 
‘of all, and therefore to no theft inclined, his God 
“his only worship, his wife his only companion ; 
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“ murder unheard of and unthought of, for there was 
“no death; and, in one word, the whole ten com- 
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mandments inappheable to him; then to be made 
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under the law, must mean to be put into the con- 
ditions of a fallen nature. The law helped man to 
‘ the knewledge of that evil, which was now in him, 
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and in all things around him: it was made, not for 
the righteous, but for the unrighteous; to teach 
them the unrighteousness which was in them, to 
the end that, knowing their sinfulness, they might 
believe in the righteousness of another which was 
for to come. If then Christ was under the law, he 
must have been made by his human nature liable to, 
yea, and inclined to, all those things which the law 


‘interdicted. When I say inclined to, I speak of 


his human nature in itself, as contemplated apart 
from that divine nature which. upheld it ; from that 
person of the Son of God who wrought in it, and by 
it, the victory over all sin. Now let no man at- 
tempt to evade the Scriptures, which say, that 
Christ was made under the law, by saying that he 
was so constituted by substitution merely, by im- 
putation merely ; for the word made under the law, 


‘is in the original generated; generated out of a 


woman, generated under the law. It is the same 
word which is used to the Virgin, in that passage, 
‘therefore that holy thing born of thee (generated ) 
shall be called the Son of God.’ If they say he 
was not really and literally generated under the 
law, they must say really and literally he was not 
generated of a woman, of Mary. If we are to 
allow a fiction of words in the one case, we must 
allow a fiction of fact in the other. If he was ge- 
nerated under the law, only by substitution, and 
not by reality, then he was generated of the woman, 
not in the reality, but by some substitution of ap- 
pearance. Moreover, doth not the apostle declare, 
that he who is circumcised is a debtor to keep the 
whole law; and was not Christ circumcised, and is 
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*« he not therefore a debtor to keep the whole law ? 
“« Now, if any one still allege, that he might be under 
“ the law, and yet not come in fallen human nature, 
‘“ or in flesh of sin, but in flesh of Adam unfallen, 
“ then I must just say to that person, that either he 
*‘ denies that Christ was generated under the law, or 
“he holds that Adam unfallen was under the law; 
‘of which two errors, I know not whether be the 
“ greater.” pp. 8-10. 

I have transcribed the whole of this paragraph that 
the reader may have our Author's statements upon 
the subject fully before him. It is a fair specimen 
of his style and reasoning throughout the book. I am 
not aware to whom the reverend gentleman alludes, 
as saying, that ‘“‘ Christ was made under the law by 
substitution or by imputation only.” The ordinary 
belief has been, that our Redeemer did really ac- 
knowledge the obligation of the law—that in behalf 
of transgressing man, he magnified it and made it 
honourable—that he personally fulfilled its precepts 
and endured its curse, thereby bringing in an ever- 
lasting righteousness to vindicate the justice of the 
Divine Ruler, in freely justifying the ungodly. This 
is our faith, this is our hope, this is our joy, Without 
this, the rock of our confidence for immortality is gone, 
and instead of an “ inheritance among the saints in 
light,” we have only “ a fearful locking-for of judg- 
ment, and fiery indignation, which shall devour the 
adversaries.” There are a few other things in the 
paragraph on which we shall venture a comment. 

__ 1. The ignorance or culpable negligence which it 
exhibits in the use of Scripture language. Mr. Ir- 
ving mentions being “ allowed to use the Scripture 
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language as the Holy Ghost does.” He has full 
liberty to do so, and our complaint is, that he does 
not avail himself of the privilege. What every friend 
of truth must lament, is, that he seldom applies the 
terms and statements of inspiration otherwise than in 
a sense widely different from that in which they were 
indited by the Divine Author of the Bible. Take, for 
an example, a sentence in the commencement of the 
paragraph: “ The law was added because of trans- 
“pression, and by the law is the knowledge of sin ; 
“ and sin is not imputed when there is no law.’”’ Here 
are three expressions from Scripture in which the 
word “ law” occurs, put together as if it were in all 
synonymous; whereas in each, as employed by the 
Holy Ghost, the word has a different application. In 
Galatians iii. 19. we read, “ Wherefore then serveth 
‘the law’ ? It was added because of transgressions 
until the Seed should come, to whom the promise 
was made ; and it was ordained by angels in the 
hand of a mediator.” In this passage, as the whole 
context shows, “ the law” means the dispensation en- 
joined upon the Israelites from Sinai. In Rom. v. 
13. we read, “ for until the ‘ Jaw,’ sin was in the 
world, but sin is not imputed where there is no 
‘law.’ ” In the former clause of this verse, the 
word signifies the Mosaic dispensation, as in the text 
noticed from the Epistle to the Galatians. In the lat- 
ter clause, (the one Mr. Irving quotes,) “ law” sig- 
nifies any rule of accountability and moral govern- 
ment, and the design of the apostle, as appears by 
the next verse, is to prove that such a rule existed 
antecedently to the time of Moses, from the fact that 
the penalty denounced on sin had been accomplished 
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in all preceding ages of the world. If, in the posi- 
tion ‘sin is not imputed where there is no law,” and 
in another corresponding with it in verse 15th ef the 
4th chapter, “ the law worketh wrath, for where no, 
law is, there is no transgression,” the term ‘ law,” 
signify, (as Mr. Irving assumes,) only the covenant. 
from Sinai, it would follow, that previously to that 
covenant, and beyond the range of its obligation, and. 
subsequently to its being disannulled,: no sin was 
committed, no condemnation incurred, no Redeemer 
needed. Instead of its being the “ advantage” of the 
Jews, “ that unto them were committed the oracles: 
of God,” their being placed under the law, was 
one of the heaviest judgments which could befall them. 
But the fallacy of his assumptiom is manifested by a 
reasoning higher than human. Where there is no sin 
there is no death, for death comes only as the wages 
of sin; and where there is no law, there can be no 
sin, for sin is the transgression of the law. Conse- 
quently, had there been no law before the Sinaic co- 
venant, there would have been no death; yet, thus 
saith the Holy Ghost, ‘ death reigned from Adam to 
Moses, even over them that had not sinned after 
the similitude of Adam’s transgression.” The same 
argument will prove that ‘* law” existed beyond the 
pale of Judaism during the Sinaic covenant. Who 
can have perused the i. and ii. chapters of the Epis- — 
tles to the Romans, and not have learned that the 
Ciscovery of Jehovah's glory in his works, is a rule of 
government to them, leaving them ‘“ without excuse” 
for not glorifying him, as God? Is it not declared 
that, “ having not the law, they are a law unto 
themselves?” that, Gentiles as well as Jews will be 
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judged in the day of final retribution? that, “ as 
many as have sinned without law,” that is, 
without the Scriptures, “ shall also perish without 
law ?”. And as to ourselves and others who live 
subsequently to the abolition of the Sinaic covenant, are 
we exempt from the requirements and obligations of 
© Jaw’ ? ** Verily not, verily not.” Like the Apostle 
of the Gentiles, we are “ not without ‘ law’ to God, 
but under ‘ the law’ to Christ.” If the Ten Com- 
mandments are not still in foree as a rule of conduct, 
(excepting only the change in the day to be observed 
by the Church as a Sabbath according to the New 
Testament,) where is to be found a prohibition of 
image-worship ? and wherefore do the Apostles Paul 
and James quote the precepts of the Decalogue in 
their Epistles to Christian Churches? In Rom. xiii. 
8-10; Ephes. vi. 1-3; James ii. 8-12. 

Mr. Irving’s third quotation, in the sentence we 
are commenting upon, is taken from Rom. iii. 20. 
“ by the ‘ law’ is the knowledge of sin.” From the 
connexion in which the expression occurs, it is evident 
that the term, as there introduced, signifies either the 
whole or a part of the Old Testament Scriptures. 
Sometimes the whole of the Sacred Writings were so 
named among the Jews, as when the Psalmist ex- 
claims “ O how love I thy law!” and by our Saviour, 
“‘ Is it not written in your law.” Frequently we 
read of ‘the law and the prophets.” Now, if we 
refer to the text under consideration, we shall find 
that from the 10th verse to the 18th, a series of tes- 
timonies is introduced from the Book of Psalms and 
other parts of the Old Testament, proving that “both - 
« Jews and Gentiles are all under sin.” These tes- 
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timonies are followed in the 19th verse, by the decla- 
ration, “‘ now we know that what things soever ‘ the 
law’ saith, it saith to them that are under the ‘law ; 
that every mouth may be stopped, and all the 
world may become guilty before God.’ Next we 
have the inference, “ therefore by the deeds of the 
‘Jaw’ there shall no flesh be justified in his sight ; 
for by the ‘ law’ is the knowledge of sin.” And 
nothing could be more conclusive; the Holy Scrip- 
tures bearing witness to man’s guilt, it is impossible, 
by conformity to the duties they enjoin, to establish 
ourselves in the divine favour, since the writings 
which reveal those duties, declare that we are already 
condemned. ‘Thus we have three texts containing 
the word “law,” placed in juxta-position, as if it 
were used in all with the same meaning, whereas, in 
each, its meaning is widely different. Yet, on a 
sentence thus framed, the Author rests a principal ar- 
gument to impugn the sanctity of our Lord’s huma- 
nity. Let it be observed also, that throughout his 
argument, so founded, he employs the word as signi- 
fying only the Decalogue—a signification which it 
does not bear in either of the texts in question. Surely 
Mr. Irving should be the last man to speak of being 
* allowed to use Scripture language as the Holy 
Ghost does.” Such misapplications of it, are, hap- 
pily, seldom met with. 

2. The fallacious reasoning of the paragraph, (if 
reasoning it can be called,) must be apparent to the 
most cursory reader. ‘ The law presupposeth a sin- 
“ ful condition, and doth address itself thereto.—It 
“ was made, not for the righteous, but for the un- 
“ righteous ; to teach them the unrighteousness which 
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“ce was in them!” These are positions assumed by the 
writer, as incontrovertible. So far as they are correct, 
- they apply not to the Ten Commandments only, but 
to law in general, If true, then our first parents 
were from their creation, in a sinful condition, for 
they were placed under a system of moral go- 
vernment, and had a law imposed, containing, at 
least, three institutions—the sabbath, marriage, and 
abstinence from the tree of knowledge. There are 
no intelligent beings not under a law of moral perfec- 
tion, as the rule of their allegiance to the great King 
of the universe. The noblest sons of light who wait 
before his throne on high, are described as “ doing 
his commandments, hearkening unto the voice of 
his word.” I quote again the texts whereon the 
writer grounds his deductions; “ the law worketh 
wrath, for where no law is, there is no transgres- 
sion,” ‘* sin is not imputed where there is no law,” 
and, I ask, was there or was there not law in force 
before the time when Satan, once a chief among Je- 
hovah’s hosts, 


s* Against the throne and monarchy of God, ! 
Rais’d impious war in heav’n, and battle proud, 

With vain attempt? Him the Almighty power 

Hurl’d headlong, flaming, from the etherial sky, 

With hideous ruin and combustion, down 

To bottomless perdition ; there to dwell 

In adamantine chains, and. penal fire, 

Who durst defy the Omnipotent to arms,” 


And what, but the transgression of a law, brought 
down on that arch-rebel angel and his legions, their 
tremendous doom of banishment from God and bles- 
sedness ? Admitting that law then existed, must we 
thence infer that sin existed also, and that in all ce- 
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lestial bosoms wickedness inheres, for discovering 
which, that law was given? ‘ The very constitu- 
‘tion of the Ten Commandments, the manner. of 
“their wording, doth teach us, that they are ad- 
‘« dressed to one who is by nature inclined to rebel. 
‘¢ The interdict, ‘ Thou shalt not’, with which they 
‘¢ almost all set out, doth address an inclination in us 
‘‘ the other way.” Indeed !—proof positive again, 
that Adam’s nature was created sinful. The very 
wording of the prescript regarding the tree of know- 
ledge—the interdict, “ thou. shalt not,” connected 
with it, did address an inclination in him the other 
way. Yet Mr. Irving, who leads us to this conclu- 
sion, in common with most other persons, does not 
think that Adam’s nature fell until the woman “ took 
‘* of the fruit thereof and did eat, and gave also unto 
“‘ her husband with her, and he did eat.” 

3. Above all other things in this paragraph, the 
inference it records against the Redeemer’s sanctity, 
must awaken astonishment and regret. ‘“ If then 
‘* Christ was made under the law, he must have been 
‘made by his human nature liable to, yea, and in- 
‘¢ clined to all those things which the law interdicted.” 
What ! can there be a man, bearing the name of 
Christian, who will affirm, and not affirm it only, but 
deliberately pen and publish the affirmation, that the 
‘“* Holy Child Jesus” was by his human nature, more 
than by his divine, not only “ liable’ but also 
wnclined to acknowlege other gods than Jehovah ? to 
make and worship graven images? to take the name 
of the Lord in vain? to commit murder ?—But I can 
proceed no further. The Saviour when maligned by 
-his enemies once prayed, “ Father, forgive them, for 
they know not what they do.” 
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IV. Mr. Irving asserts that A SINLESS NATURE is 
INCAPABLE OF SUFFERING AND DEATH, and 
therefore concludes that our Saviour’s manhood 
was sinful. . 

“‘ He suffered, he was crucified, he was dead, he 
“was buried. Do these belong to sinful flesh, or to 
“ sinless flesh ? to human nature fallen or unfallen ?” 
p- 34. On p. 73, we have an extract from his Ser- 
mons on the Incarnation. ‘* Furthermore, I confess 
“myself unable to perceive ‘how it is possible for suf- 
* fering to reach ‘an’ unfallen creature, without sub- 
“ verting the fundamental principles of the Divine 
“purpose and administration. I do not mean the 
“ principle, how the ‘eternal Son should consent and 
*condescend ‘to the ‘suffering and ‘humiliation: for 
«indeed he doth inthe plenitude of the Divine free- 
“dom; hut the difficulty and impossibility, as if 
*¢ think, is, how the suffering should reach him other- 
“wise than by a fallen ‘body. . This is the very end 
“of the Fall, that Christ might come at suffering. 
“¢ The Godhead cannot suffer because it cannot change. 
“Those sufferings which Christ’ underwent, reached 
‘“‘ him through his creature:part. Now if that crea- 
“ture part of Christ was in the unfallen state, how. 
“could it suffer? If the unfallen creature can suffer, 
“then there is no difference between the unfallen and 
“the fallen, for sufferings and death are the signs 
“and wages of the Fall. The answer which they 
“make to this question is, He suffered for the sins 
“of others. That I say also, because he had no sin 
“of his own wherefore to suffer.* On this we are 


* How far this comports with Mr. Irving’s statements in other parts of his 
work will be shown in another place. 
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agreed. But my question is, How can suffering 
for another reach an unfallen creature? I know of 
no way by which suffering can reach an unfallen 
creature, but by the way in which it reached Adam 
—unamely, by his committing sin ; and if it be said 
that without committing sin, suffering can reach an 
unfallen creature, then the only difference between 
the fallen and the unfallen is taken away, and the 
very nature of sin as an act of the will is abrogated. 
But that suffering can come to a fallen creature 
without any sinful act of his own, is manifest in 
every child that is born; and that death can come 
to a fallen creature without any sinful act of his 
own, is manifest in every child that dies. And 
therefore there is no difficulty whatever in believ- 
ing, that without any sinful act of the will, Christ, 
in a fallen nature, should both suffer and die; be- 
cause this very thing is the universal experience of 
every fallen creature. But there is not such a thing 
in the records of being, as that an unfallen creature — 


‘can suffer. The will must first fall by sinning, be- 


fore suffering can be felt.” Again; ‘“ putting Christ 
out of the question, no one can deny that death is 
the one thing which differenceth the creature void of 
sin, from the creature under sin; the creature in its 
creation state, from the creature in the state wherein 
by its own actings it hath brought itself; or in one 
word the unfallen from the fallen. I do not say 
that death proves a creature to be actually sinful, 
because then it would prove Christ to be sinful; 
but I say it proves a creature to have lost its crea- 
tion standing, and to ~be upon another footing be- 
fore God, which is the footing of redemption, rest- 
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‘ing upon another base, than that base originally 
“ given to it by God.” p. 148. 

Let the declarations here made be borne in mind, 
“‘ He suffered, he was crucified, he was dead, he was 
buried. Do these belong to sinful flesh, or to sinless 
flesh ? to human nature fallen or unfallen?” ‘ I confess 
myself unable to perceive how it is possible for suffering 
to reach an unfallen creature.” “If the unfallen crea- 
ture can suffer there is no difference between the fal- 
len and the unfallen, for sufferings and death are the 
signs and wages of the Fall.” “ There is not such a 
thing in the records of being, as that an unfallen being 
should suffer. The will must fall first by sinning, be- 
fore suffering can be felt.” Let a reference be made 
to other statements by Mr. Irving, before quoted 
from p. 144 of his work, which inform us, in reply 
to the inquiry, “ How could God be born, could God 
‘“‘ be crucified, could God suffer and die? accerding 
« to the constant faith of the Catholic Church”—that 
*¢ he is not God in his absoluteness who doth so, but 
“ God within the limits of the Word; not God abso- 
*« lute, but the Logos, whose person indeed is the Son 
“ of God, but whese subsistence is not as the abso- 
“« lute Godhead, but as the Godhead intelligible. Now 
“this is he which was born, and yet Godhead was 
“not born: this is he which was tempted of evil, and 
* vet Godhead cannot be tempted of evil: this is he 
‘* which died, and yet Gedhead cannot die.” * Let 


* How does this comport with what our Author says on page 96, * Now I 
* utterly deny that any thing suffered but the human nature of Christ ; and 
*¢ that could only suffer according to the measure of aman; more, no doubt, 
*¢ than unholy men like us suffer, because he was perfectly holy, and so his 
© soul felt the smart of every pang manyfold of what we do; but still it was 
*< only according to the measure of a holy man. If more, whence came it ? 
*: from+he Divine nature? but this is contrary to allsound doctrine, that 
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the two classes of statements be compared, and the 
result is unavoidable. Concede to the Author the 
principles he assumes, and you demonstrate ‘“ the 
“* Logos,” “the Christhood,” the person of the Son 
‘of God, to be a fallen being: Acs will must have 
fallen by sinning to render him capable of suffering. 
If only a sinful nature can suffer and die, and the 
pre-existent nature of our Saviour both suffered and 
died, never was there a consequent more neces- 
sary from premises in all the annals of reason- 
ing, than that that nature was sinful. He was 
aware of this, and therefore yields the argument 
as invalid: “I do not say, that death proves a 
creature to be actually sinful,” (yet what else does he 
say?) ‘* because then it would prove Christ to be 
‘“‘ sinful.” As on application it was found that the 
reasoning would become bankrupt if required to 
honor a cheque for so large an amount, the demand 
is very prudently lessened; “ but, I say, it proves a 
“ nature to have lost its creation standing, and to be 
“‘ upon another footing before God, which is the foot- 
“ing of redemption, resting upon another base than 
‘ the base originally given to it by God.” Therefore, 
the Logos, the Christhood, the Son of God, when he 
died must have rested upon another base than that 
on which he originally stood: he must have been on 
the footing of redemption—and thus we have a Re- 
deemer requiring to be himself redeemed. This 


s© the Godhead should be capable of passions. Well, let these preachers— 

*¢ for I will not call them divines, or theologians—broker-like, cry up their 

*< article, it will not do; it is but the sufferings of a perfectly holy man, 

** treated by God and by men as if he were a transgressor.’’ It appears also" 
from this extract, that in proportion as a nature is holy it is capable of suf- 

fering more intensely than a nature that is unholy; yet the argument 

Yam combating in the text maintains that a holy nature is incapable of 
euffering. 
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Mr. Irving avows: “In the Psalms and in the Pro- 
“ phets, he is as continually, aye, and more frequently 
spoken of, as saved than as saving ;” then adducing a 
number of texts in proof, the appositeness of which, as 
it is not material to the argument, I shall not-stay to 
examine, But it must be remembered . that; when 
our Lord “in the days of his flesh offered up prayers 
and supplications, with strong crying-and tears, unto 
him that was able to save him from death,” those 
cries for salvation regarded sufferings, not state; and 
the question under discussion, is not, how his manhood 
was delivered from the agony and death which he 
endured, but, how he became capable of suffering and 
liable to it. | 

There is no qualification more requisite in a writer, 
than precision of language and a habit of closely and 
clearly analysing his thoughts. Hf ideas are indistinct 
or confused in his own mind, it is impossible they 
should be explicit and well-arranged when transferred 
by him to paper. Mr. Irving confounds together as 
identical, capability of suffering and lability to it, 
things which are altogether distinct. A person may 
be capable of feeling torture inflicted by the rack, 
and yet not be liable to it ;—may be capable of dying 
by crucifixion, and yet not be liable to it. The Author 
under review, appears to imagine that some important 
alteration occurred in the physical susceptibilities, (if 
I may so express it,) of our first parents, by their eat- 
ing the forbidden fruit, as if they then exchanged a 
corporal and mental constitution which was impas- 
sible, that is, which could not feel pain whatever 
causes of grief and anguish might be applied, for one 
that was passible, that is, capable of suffering when 
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placed in circumstances which exposed to it. Surely, 
however, this is imagination merely, not fact. Adam 
was capable of dying before he fell, had he been 
liable to it. His exemption from suffering was not 
owing to his mind or body being as it were, cased in 
asbestos, so that if cast into the fire they would 
have felt no unpleasant degree of heat—it was occa- 
sioned by his circumstances. .Death was the penalty 
of sin, and he was not a transgressor. He had the 
same faculties of consciousness, as a sentient creature, 
from the beginning to the close of his nine handred 
and thirty years’ sojourn, although at the commence- 
ment he was conscious of good and happiness only, 
whereas afterwards, his condition being changed, he 
came to know evil as well as good, sorrow as well as 
joy, death as well as life. If food had been withheld 
before the Fall, would not Adam have hungered ? if he 
had been nailed to a cross and his heart pierced, 
would he not, though altogether sinless, have suffered 
and died? I can conceive of no conscious being who 
is incapable of feeling pain if liable to the action of 
causes which inflict it. The very supposition suggests 
only what is absurd, impossible, contradictory. The 
angels, ‘‘ who kept not their first estate,” did not 
acquire any new faculties of consciousness by their 
transgression, although their consciousness received 
impressions awfully the reverse of what they once 
possessed. The same capability of feeling which in 
innocence received a fulness of joy in the beatific 
vision of Jehovah’s glory, exchanged it for a fulness 
of woe when they rose in rebellion against him and 
sunk into perdition under his frown. Let God’s pro- 
pitious presence be withdrawn from the noblest min- 
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ister in heaven’s royal court, and, though purity be 
retained, happiness would flee, and suffering, like an 
evil genius, fasten upon his nature ; yea, in proportion 
as his purity was perfect, his sorrow would be intense. 
It has been said that Adam’s body was immortal. If 
the meaning be that it was to survive for ever if he 
continued for ever to obey, doubtless the saying is 
true. But if it signify that his body was incapable 
of death should his divine Preserver permit that cala- 
mity to occur, no saying can be more false. The 
warning, “In the day thou eatest thereof, dying 
thou shalt die,” proved him capable of dying. It-was 
the same manhood as to its nature, though as to its 
condition widely different, which first enjoyed fellow- 
ship with God; then listened to the tempter and eat 
the fruit; afterwards, through shame and remorse 
sought a hiding-place from the presence of the Lord 
God among the trees of the garden; and at last fell 
beneath the stroke of the King of terrors, according 
to the sentence “ Dust thou art, and unto dust thou 
shalt return.” 

The reader will not construe these remarks as im- 
plying that the human mind and body underwent no 
change by the entrance of moral evil. The one was 
darkened by ignorance, perverted by erroneous judg- 
ments, and its powers enslaved as the dupes of delu- 
sion and the tools of passion. The other lost its 
vigour and comeliness, was deranged in its multifari- 
ous and exquisite organization, and imbibed the seeds 
of numberless diseases. Yet the history of the world 
assures us that this once glorious and stately sanctu- 
ary did not immediately upon its desecration by sin 
and desertion by Jehovah, exhibit that scene of total, 
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universal overthrow it now presents, with scarcely 
one stone left upon another or a vestige of its pristine 
grandeur and grace remaining. Although ‘ the 
lamps were extinct, the altar overturned ; the light 
and the love vanished, which did the one shine with 
such heavenly brightness, the other burn with so 
pious fervour ; the golden candlestick displaced, and 
thrown away as a useless thing, to make room for 
the throne of the prince ‘of darkness; the sacred 
incense, which sent rolling up in clouds its rich per- 
fumes, was exchanged ‘for a poisonous, hellish — va- 
pour, and there was ‘ instead of a sweet savour, a 
stench ;’’’* although the presence of the Deity was 
gone, and hosts of adversaries began the work of 
demolition, and powerful principles of decay were 
infused through every part of the edifice—its ruin 
was slow—there was majesty and magnificence in its 
falling, and it required all causes of destruction to 
be applied for centuries upon centuries ere its devas- 
tation was complete. That it was originally capable 
of overthrow, as it was capable of profanation, our 
eyes behold. The argument calls us to consider the 
cause of the catastrophe—how came the temple of 
the Lord liable to ruin? and the only answer thereto 
is—‘ by sin.’ Wherever and to whomsoever sin 
is imputed in the reckonings of the divine govern- 
ment, there is Hability to the curse. ‘“ Destroy this 
temple,” said our Saviour, “ and in three days I will 
raise it up.” “ He spake,” the Evangelist informs us, 
“of the temple of his body.” Standing near that 
Temple in Gethsemane you listen to what is passing 
within, and to your amazement, instead of shouts of 


* Howe’s Living Temple. 
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joy and chorusses of praise, you hear sighs and groans 
and wailings, the like of which never vibrated on 
mortal ears before even in this den of sorrow. The 
very walls of the building move, and swell, and trem- 
ble, by the vehemence of the throes within. From 
that Temple upon Calvary a cry proceeded, the full 
import of which none can understand but He who 
uttered it—“* My God, my God, why hast thou for- 
saken me?” From the sanctuary of Christ’s man- 
hood the propitious presence of Jehovah had with- 
drawn. And why ?—because it had been polluted, 
and the worshippers had renounced the homage of 
the God they once adored? Ah! no. The poig- 
nancy of anguish which gave utterance to the bitter 
exclamation proved, if proof were needed, that they 
still retained. unimpaired their purity and fervour of 
devotion. Inspiration lifts the veil which , shrouds 
the sufferings of the Son of God, and solves the 
problem which otherwise had remained a dubious 
dispensation among the doings of the Almighty. The 
sanctuary of Adam’s manhood had been defiled, de- 
solated, and deserted. Jehovah in mercy purposed 
to destroy the work of the devil—to rebuild and 
cleanse that sanctuary, making it again, as at first, 
his own dwelling. But grace could not interpose 
inconsistently with justice ; and justice, according to 
the necessary rules of heaven's’ administration, had 
placed depraved manhood under the curse, which 
curse must be exhausted ere Omnipotence could go 
forth to fulfil the designs of love. Behold the ex- 
pedient prepared! an arrangement, which, of all 
God’s works, most reveals his name, and brings him 
glory from all holy beings throughout all ages. A 
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SUBSTITUTIONARY TEMPLE is provided in the Re- 
deemer’s manhood, and the curse which rested on 
our nature, removed and rested upon him, as it is 
written, “ God hath made him to be ‘sin for us, who 
knew no sin; that we might be made the righteous- 
ness of God in him.” A sanctuary that was holy 
was forsaken and destroyed, that the ruins of another 
that was unholy might be visited, and raised, and 
purified, and inhabited. Upon the one the dense 
cloud of wrath settled and emptied its dire con- 
tents, that to the other the Shechinah of favour might 
return and dwell, for ever beaming forth the efful- 
gence of its glory. 

This view of the mode in which our Lord became 
lable to suffering Mr. Irving altogether rejects. By 
him the doctrine of vicarious atonement is denied 
and ridiculed. His representations on the subject will 
come under notice on some future pages. At present 
I shall only observe that it remains for him to ex- 
plain how, consistently with his own positions, Im- 
manuel was subject to suffering and death at all. 
If he reply, ‘‘ by his connexion with humanity,’— 
the question occurs, ‘ how, being connected with 
humanity, could his sinless nature suffer?’ It may 
be said—‘ the Eternal Son might condescend to suf- 
fering in the plenitude of his own divine freedom.’ 
To which I answer—if it be possible that the 
Logos, or superior nature of Christ should suffer 
without being sinful, it must be possible that his. in- 
ferior nature, his manhood, should suffer without 
being sinful. The Author’s argument either proves 
too much by proving an impossibility, or it proves 
nothing. The man who can believe that the God- 
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head has undergone a series of transitions until it has 
become capable of suffering, surely requires no greater 
stretch of faith to believe that a sinless human nature 
may be.capable of suffering too. 


V. It is attempted to be shown that there was in 
our Lord A WILL WHICH CONFLICTED WITH 
THE WILL oF Gop, and that consequently his 
manhood was sinful. 

Mr. Irving represents our Saviour’s life as an unin- 
terrupted struggle against sin in the flesh—that in its 
continued and powerful endeavours to make the 
‘** Christhood” swerve from rectitude consisted his 
being tempted in all points as we are—that his flesh 
warred against his spirit. Contrasted with these state- 
ments we have it affirmed on page 3, that in Christ 
“were no motions of the unregenerate man, but 
“always motions of the regenerate.” 

Again, on page 39, ‘His mind, his will, was 
“all holy because it was all believing.” On page 
70, “ To say with Bourignon that the will of the 
‘‘ human nature is at variance with the will of God, 
‘is to say that Christ was a sinner, and that he fail- 
“ed to bring about atonement; for what is sin but 
“a transgression of the will of God? Christ’s per- 
“son is in his human nature as much as in his Di- 
‘“‘ vine; and if his human nature contradicted his Di- 
“ vine, he is a sinner; therefore this second propo- 
“‘ sition, extracted from the condemned book, is as 
“justly condemned as is the other.” Yet in the next 
sentence but one he proceeds, “ Our Lord continually 
“ saith in the Gospels ‘I came not to do mine own 
“ will, but the will of him that sent me. The word 
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which I speak, I speak not of myself : if I speak 
of myself, my witness is not true.’ And this con- 
troversy which he himself continually suggésteth, 
arose to its height in the agony of the garden, 
where he three times prayed that the cup might pass 
from him, but always under the pious submission, 
‘yet not my will, but thine be done.’ And per- 
haps a still more striking instance of this is to be 
found in John xii. 27; where he suggesteth one 
form of prayer, and instantly declineth it, think- 
ing as it were aloud, or feeling aloud, or enduring 
aloud, ‘ Now is my soul troubled, and what shall 
I say? Father save me from this hour, but for this 
cause came I unto this hour. Father, glorify thy 
name. And as if the Father saw, and marked the 
agony which his Son was enduring, he strengthen- 
ed him with an audible voice, saying, ‘ I have both 
glorified it, and will glorify it again.’ Now it is 
such passages. as this which call for explanation: 
in the explanation of which a man will either stand 
or stumble, according as he abideth in the truth, 
or abideth not there. Those who say that 
Christ’s life was not a struggle, or that he was not 
temptable as we are, though never as we overcome, 
do not explain, but simply deny, contradict, or 
avoid all such passages of Scripture: and they 
likewise deprive of all end and meaning that estate 
of privation, cruelty, and. ignominy into which 
Christ was cast by his Father, from the manger to 


the cross. It is all a mere show of suffering, if so 


be that he endured not like other men. It isa 
gathering of honour to his Son where nothing was 
endured. Whether they will receive it or no, I 
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* say it is insum and substance the error of Marcion, 
“« who denied that he had atrue humanity. The ques- 
‘‘ tion remaineth, therefore, From whence arose this 
“ contention and contradiction in the Saviour’s breast ? 
‘* Our opponents say, from natural horror of suffering; 
“‘ well, let them have it so, that there was nothing 
“more to move such an agony than this, which the 
** commonest and wickedest of men meet every day 
“ without the shrinking of a nerve or the shedding 
“ of a tear; I ask them, how became his flesh capa- 
“ble of suffering if it was not flesh under the Fall, 
“ or how became it capable of dying? And let them 
“ reduce the scale of his temptations to what mean- 
“ness they please, still the difficulty stands before 
“them, to explain how so small a matter, or how 
“so great a matter, ‘be it small or be it great, 
“‘ should be able to act upon Christ’s will. Sure- 
‘“‘ ly there was something by which’ flesh and blood 
‘took hold upon his will to sway it from ~God’s 
“ will, and to suggest to his mind forms of prayer 
‘“‘ which he either rejected on the instant, or put 
“up under the holy caveat of its being accordant 
“‘ with his Father’s will. The prayer ‘Save me from 
‘‘ this hour,’ he rejected upon the instant, recollect- 
‘“‘ ing that ‘ for this cause he came unto this hour ; 
“ and instead thereof he puts up this other petition, 
‘¢¢ Father, glorify thy name.’ In the other case of 
“the garden, he doth actually present the prayer, 
“‘¢ Tf it be possible, let. this cup pass from me; yet 
“ not my will but thine be done.’ Did I ever think, 
‘‘ did I ever say as one who should know better 
‘“‘ seems to allege, that our Lord sinned in this? Ve- 
“ yily not, verily not. I believe that it was an act of 
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passing holiness, in which he preferred God's will 
* to overwhelm him with darkness and anguish incom- 
*‘ parable, to becoming the Prince and Potentate of 
‘the world. Nevertheless, while I thus believe I 
“will not be prevented by stern authority from me- 
‘* ditating what it was, that thus overwhelmed all but 
“ the piety and faithfulness of the Lord. And what 
‘“‘ was it? It was the weakness of the nature into 
“ which he had come. Its veil upon vision, its open- 


“ness to temptation, its impotence to good; all this 


*“‘ assailableness from without and weakness from 
‘within acted upon the person of Christ in human 
nature tempted, and constituted that contradiction 
* to the will of God which it was the excellent work 
of his life to resist and overcome. But that it was 
resisted and overcome, and that the will of his hu- 
man nature was strengthened to preserve its holi- 
“ness unsullied, always and without intermission, 
** must ever be maintained as one of the most capital 
“ doctrines, yea the fundamental doctrine of the Chris- 
* tian religion,” pp. 70—72. Once more, on page 22, 
we read, ‘Certainly there was a will in him which 
“‘ he contradistinguisheth from the will of the Father, 
‘and which I say was the will of the flesh: which 
‘“‘ in itself is contrary to the will of the Father, but 
“which he ever overruled to the obedience of the 
“¢ Father’s will.” 

The manner of our Author proves that he felt a 
difficulty almost fatal to his scheme. He expresses 
himself in these passages with more than his usual 
circumspection. For the interests of his hypothesis 
it is well that he has done so, but for the interests of 
truth it would have been much better that he had 
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spoken without reserve. I am greatly mistaken if 
every man of understanding, logician or otherwise, will 
not perceive the correctness of the following syllo- 
gism, the major and the minor propositions of which 
are in Mr. Irving’s own words :— 

If, To say that the will of Christ’s human 
nature is at variance with the will of 
God, is to say that Christ is a sin- 

: ner ;”— , 

And, Mr. Irving says, “ Certainly there was a 
will in Christ, which was the will of the 
flesh, casein in itself is nae to the 
will of God ;’ 

Ergo, Mr. Irving says Lasse Christ was a sinner. : 

I know but of three modes in which this deduction 
could be impeached. First, by observing that the 
major term relates to time present—the minor to time 
past ;—of this discrepancy I am sure our Author 
will not avail himself, even if it were allowable he 
should, which I deny. Secondly, by affirming that 
the flesh, whose. will contradicted the will of 
God, was no part of Christ’s human nature, which 
would compel us to maintain that he had a third 
nature and a third will—and so we should have not 
only Monothelites and Duothelites but also Trithe- 
lites. Thirdly, by explaining that “ though the will 
of the flesh in Christ was in itself contrary to the will 
of the Father, yet he ever overruled it to the obe- 
dience of the Father’s will”—a statement which I 
confess myself not sufficiently skilled in metaphysics 
to understand as any explanation at all, seeing that 
the will of the flesh cannot be both opposed and 
obedient to the divine will at the same time, and if 
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ever there was a resisting or even a reluctant voli- 
tion—whether followed out to, or restrained from 
action, there was sinning, for the requirement runs, 
“ Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy 
heart, and with ali-thy soul, and with ail thy mind, 
and with all thy strength.” 

Some texts of Scripture are introduced in one of 
the foregoing quotations, as intimating that there was 
a will in our Saviour diverse from the will of the Fa- 
ther. These it is important to consider. In John 
y. 30. our Lord declares, “I seek not mine own will, 
but the will of the Father which hath sent me;” and 
in vi. 38. “ I came down from heaven not to do mine 
own will, but the will of him that sent me.” Here I 
must premise, that the subject under discussion is the 
sinfulness of Christ’s manhood ; consequently, if these 
and similar expressions prove any thing in behalf of 
the position for which they are adduced, they must 
be explained to mean, that the will which our Lord 
speaks of as his own, in contradistinction from the 
Father's, was a selfish, depraved, rebellious will, that 
did not concur in, but rather militated against the de- 
sign of his mission to our world. The Redeemer’s 
words being thus interpreted, and that interpretation 
allowed to stand, much more must be sustained than 
is contended for. The will of which he speaks, he 
calls his “ own will,” the will of his entire person, 
not the will of his flesh. only—and thus we should 
have the Christhood, as well as the manhood, at 
variance with God’s purpose of salvation to.man. Let 
it be observed also, that he mentions his ‘‘ coming 
down from heaven,” not to do his ‘* own will, but the 
will of the Father.” He is not referring to his huma- 
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nity, but to his pre-existent nature ; and if the lan- 
guage imply any discrepancy at all between his voli- 
tions and those of the Father, it was a discrepancy 
which existed before he left heaven. It is astonishing 
when a favourite, and especially when what is consi- 
dered in any degree an original idea is to be sustained, 
with what eagerness its advocate will seize upon évery 
text, the mere wording or sound of which gives to it 
the remotest countenance: I am persuaded, that could 
Mr. Irving divest himself of solicitude for his hypo- 
thesis, and state his candid opinion as to the real 
meaning of the passages now before me, he would 
concur with me in explaining, that when Christ said, 
that “he sought not his own glory,” that “ he sought 
not his own will, but the will of the Father which 
sent him,” that “ he came down from heaven, not to 
do his own will, but the will of him that sent him,” 
the Son of God intended to cenvey the impression, 
not that there was a contrariety between his volitions 
and those of his heavenly Father, but only that the 
object of his incarnation was to accomplish Jehovah's 
purpose of redemption for mankind, that he came not 
on any private personal errand to aggrandize himself. 
Was there a shade or semblance of reluctance in his 
bosom to undertake the mighty and dreadful work of 
rescuing man from hell’s foul tyranny ? “ Coming into 
the world he saith, Lo! I come; I delight to do thy 
will, O my God, yea thy law is within my heart.” 
Whence, but in his own free and sovereign compas- 
sion to our perishing race, originated every movement 
from stage to stage in his humiliation from heaven’s 
highest throne of light to death’s lowest grade of 
infamy and pain? “ Being in the form of God, he 
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thought it not robbery to be equal with God; but 
made himself of no reputation, and took upon him 
the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness 
of men: and being found in fashion as a man, he 
humbled himself, and became obedient unto death, 
even the death of the cross.” If his will contradicted 
the will of God in the salvation of his people, so that 
his coming and dying for them was by constraint, 
not of unqualified consent and choice, however com- 
plete the subjection into which he brought his own 
will to the divine, the sublime descriptions of his love 
to the church in giving himself for it, with which the 
New Testament abounds, are little more than great 
swelling words of vanity. . 
We are referred to John xii. 27. “ Now is my soul 
troubled, and what shall I say? Father save me from 
this hour. But for this cause came I unto this hour: 
Father, glorify thy name.” Behold the Saviour, en- 
tering that sea of suffering through which*he.had to 
wade in order to prepare a way for his ransomed to 
pass over,—that ocean of tribulation from the midst 
of which he is described, in Psalm Ixix. crying, “ Let 
me be delivered out of the deep waters; let not the 
water floods overflow me, neither let the deep swallow 
me up. He felt the first droppings of that baptism 
of woe, in regard to which he declares in the same 
Psalm, “ The reproaches of them that reproached 
thee are fallen upon me,” and had uttered the me- 
morable exclamation, ‘ I-have a baptism to be bap- 
tized with, and how am I straitened till it be accom- 
plished.” Grief began to press upon him sore, above, 
beneath, around. Sorrows were gathering thick ;—— 
from heaven, in the hiding of God's face,—from earth, 
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in the contumely, cruelties and death inflicted by the 
Jews,—from hell, in the desperate conflict waged 
against him by infernal spirits in that dread crisis of 
the world’s moral destiny and God’s dominion over 
it, intended when he said, ‘* This is your hour and 
the power of darkness.” To recoil from pain is in the 
nature of every conscious being. Suffering must be 
deprecated and avoiding it desired by perfeet inno- 
cence. The prohibition of the tree of knowledge, was 
addressed to unfallen creatures. It was enferced by 
a threatening of death, implying that the fear of evil 
and desire to shun it was inherent in them. In the 
Redeemer’s manhood this feeling and desire were 
implanted. Had he consulted them he had prayed 
without reserve, “ Father, save me from this hour.” 
But his love to sinners and his zeal for God overcame 
the tendencies of nature, and with the full concurrence 
of his whole humanity he prayed instead, “ Father, 
glorify thy name.” The other petition was suggested 
by no revolting of heart from the divine will, how- 
ever incipient or remote; it arose from consciousness 
of suffering, and suffering can be no suffering if it be 
not felt; nor can it be felt, without, considered in itself, 
being deprecated. Similar remarks will apply te 
explain the prayer in the garden, “ Father, if it be 
possible, let this cup pass from me; nevertheless not 
as I will, but as thou wilt.” The tone and wording 
of both parts of this address prove that the whole 
came from a holy nature. A sinful nature would net 
have prayed, it would have resisted: would not have 
invoked the Deity as “ Father,” it would have chal- 
lenged him as foe or tyrant; would not have inserted 
the condition “if it be possible,” it would at ali 
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hazards have dashed away the cup of sorrow. Should 
it be said, ‘the prayer proceeded not from the. will of 
the flesh, yet that will for the moment prevailed to 
make him offer the request,—we have then one in- 
stance at least in which the law of. sin overcame the 
law of his mind—one instance in which, though only 
for a moment, the second Adam fell before the ad- 
versary of God and man. But, O Gethsemane! when 
we penetrate thy retreat, where the Son of God in 
our nature and for our sins lies prostrate upon the 
ground before us, his soul oppressed with an agony 
so intense that his perspiration, amidst the cold of 
night, falls as drops of blood—wonder at his con- 
descension, sympathy with his sorrow, and grief for 
our Own iniquities which caused it, so fully possess 
our minds, that we have no thoughts to spare for 
keen criticism upon the exclamations or the prayers 
he groaned forth. We pity the ignoranee, or unbelief, — 
or weariness, which allowed the three disciples to ‘fall 
asleep within a stone’s cast of such a spectacle.. We 
execrate the wretch, as approaching nearer infernal 
spirits than man in the darkness of his impiety, who 
could violate thy solitude as the betrayer of the Prince 
of life. And we most deeply deplore that one pro- 
fessing to be a minister of Christ should have entered 
thy mysteries and studied our Saviour’s woes, to ob- 
tain materials for sustaining an insinuation against the 
submissiveness of that Saviour’s nature to the will of 
Heaven. 
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CHAPTER THIRD. 


OTHER IMPORTANT ERRORS ADVANCED IN THE COURSE 
OF MR. IRVING’S STATEMENTS. 


My object hitherto has been to demolish the lines of 
regular defence by which our Author has entrenched 
his position. Within those lines he has prepared a 
number of covered ways which must be carefully ex- 
plored, and has thrown up a series of extra breast- 
works which must be carried, ere the approaches are 
clear to the citadel itself. In other words, besides 
his direct arguments in proof of the sinfulness of our 
Lord’s human nature, he has shown. consummate 
tact in providing a variety of erroneous assumptions, 
wherem he can obtain shelter when closely pressed. 
He has also intertwined with his sophistries a mul- 
titude of false principles and misrepresentations, which 
serve to sustain his hypothesis, to give it the sem- 
blance of consistency with generally received truths, 
and to prevent the reader from ascertaining, without 
considerable care, the utterly unscriptural and unten- 
able character of his views. These it is the more 
important to dissect and expose, on account of the 
nature of the errors broached, and because false prin+ 
ciples are often more successfully disseminated by 
being assumed in the course of reasoning, than when 
formally announced as disputable propositions re- 
quiring to be proved. With minds uninformed, waver- 
ing, or eagerly pressing on to the conclusion of a 
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nicely balanced discussion, a bold assertion, a plausi- 
ble gloss, or a solemn denunciation in the awful name 
of religious truth, accompanied with high-sounding 
professions of piety, have frequently biassed the judg- 


ment toa verdict the reverse of what would have been 
otherwise given. 


SECTION L 


I refer to Mr. Irving’s statement as to the Divine 
NATURE oF CHRIST. 

Let me request a re-perusal of the quotation upon 
this subject, given from his work, in my first Chapter, 
pp- 11—13. Although to a considerable degree unin- 
telligible, it teaches that ‘“ the Christ” is a nature 
different from the Godhead or the manhood—a kind 
or form of existence separate from and inferior to the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, “ which the 
Persons of the Godhead set up among themselves be- 
fore the world was.” This form of subsistence called 
the Christ, the Son took, and then became God 
subsisting as the Word or Logos. This fulness of 
the Son’s Godhead dwelling in the Christ, we are told 
was “ not absolute but contained,” that is, if I under- 
stand the writer’s meaning, from being infinite it 
became limited within a certain space. That 1 am 
correct in this construction of his meaning is clear from 
what he ‘states on pp. 59, 60. “ The infinite God, 
‘“‘ who is also invisible and incomprehensible, cannot 
** communicate himself or the knowledge of himself 
‘unto his creatures, without assuming to himself 
‘a finite form. In order to be visible and compre- 
hensible; nay, we may goa step higher and say, 


“‘ in order to do a finite action, it is necessary that 
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s° the actor should assume a finite form.” On this let 
me ask, by the way, if it be impossible for God to do 
a finite action without assuming a finite form, how 
could he assume a finite form, since his doing so must 
be a finite action? and whence came “ the Christ,” 
that finite form which it is said the Son took, and 
thereby became the Word? Further; the fulness of 
the Son’s Godhead in “ the Christ,” we are informed, 
contained “ all purposes, forms of being, providences, 
and events whatsoever,” which I mention as peradven- 
ture it may assist the reader’s comprehension though 
it confounds my own. This glorious fulness of the 
Godhead dwelling in “ the Christ,” we are told our 
Lord referred to in the memorable prayer, ‘“‘ Now, O 
Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the 
the glory which I had with thee before the world was.” 
Consequently our Saviour did not, when he offered 
the prayer, possess that fulness; it had dwelt in him 
before the world was, and he desired that it should 
again be vouchsafed to him; but during his sojourn 
upon earth it was estranged from him. The Author 
distinctly avows this on p. 146. ‘‘ When it is said 
‘‘ Christ became flesh, it is signified, that he who be- 
‘‘ fore had subsisted in the glory and fulness of the 
** Godhead intelligible,” (that is, according to other 
statements, the Son’s Godhead subsisting in the 
Christhood) “ did empty himself thereof, and come 
‘‘ into the conditions and limits and passions and 
‘s affections of manhood, such as manhood is expe- 
*¢ rienced by us to be, such as manhood is by God 
«« defined tobe. This is incarnation in the abstract 
“ idea of it. That from being the Pleroma, the ful- 
“ ness of the Godhead ; the Logos, the Word of God; 
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“ subsisting not in any creature form, but in the 
“bosom of the Father abiding, and in its vastness 
“ filling, and in its blessedness enjoying, he should 
- take upon him and be brought into the conditions 
“‘ of space and time, and endure whatever pains, 
“ sufferings, diseases, troubles, and affections, an em- 
“ bodied soul and quickened body are heir te.” Re- 
moving the uncouth and perplexing verbiage by which 
his opinions are encumbered and in part concealed, 
they appear to be: 1. That there was set up by the 
persons of the Trinity a nature called “ the Christ,” 
a mysterious and sublime something, neither Creator 
nor creature. 2. That in this ‘“ Christhood” the Di- 
vine Person of the Son became embodied—in it the 
glory of his Godhead became contained. 3. That at 
the incarnation “ the Christhood,” which had_pre- 
viously been inhabited by the fulness of the Son's 
Godhead, did empty itself thereof, and became con- 
nected with a manhood. 4. That the Christhood 
subsisting in the manhood did itself suffer, conflict, 
and die. 

I am aware that Mr. Irving in other parts of his 
book varies from this exposition of his views, but 
truly if we delayed confuting one of his positions 
until it were explained in harmony with all his other 
statements, his book, though small in size and abound- 
ing with errors easily exposed, would remain unan- 
swered, if it survived so long, until it were consumed. 
in the final conflagration. Thus, in the quotation first 
noticed under this section, he seems to intimate that it 
was the Christhood containing the fulness of the 
Godhead, not emptied of it, which became incarnate: 
“‘ Now contemplate the Son of God, thus subsisting 
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“as the Christ, before creation, and you have the 
“ Being which ‘ was made flesh and dwelt among us ; 
‘¢ which died upon the accursed tree, or as it is in the 
* text, became dead and lived again. He is not God 
‘¢in the absoluteness who doth so, but God in the 
“ limits of the Word; not God absolute, but the 
“* Legos, whose person indeed is the Son of God, 
“‘ but whose subsistence is not. as the absolute God- 
“head, but as the Godhead intelligible. Now this 
‘is he which was born, and yet Godhead was not 
“ born; this is he which was tempted of evil, and 
** yet Godhead cannot be tempted of evil; this is he 
“6 which died, and yet Godhead cannot die. God first 
** realizes to himself a subsistence as the Word in the 
*“ person of the Son; and the Son thus subsisting, not 
‘in his absolute Godhead, but in his limited God- 
‘*‘ head, becomes flesh, and becomes dead. His God- 
* head all the while remaining unchanged, his Christ- 
“ hood alone passeth through the condition of humi- 
“ liation and death.” Yet even here is to be discerned 
a denial that the Godhead (by which I understand 
the divine nature) did pass through the various stages 
of humiliation in man’s nature. The humiliation is 
confined to the ‘* Christhood.” On page 118, our 
Author declares, “ the person of the Son in coming 
‘into manhood, must not bring with him Godhead 
“ properties, though he bring with him a Godhead 
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“person,” that is, no action which he doth in the 
“‘ manhood, must be ascribed to Godhead properties, 
“‘ or else, Godhead and manhood are mixed and con- 
“fused together.” Now I cannot conceive of the 
person of the Son coming into manhood without the 


‘properties of the Godhead, nor can I separate those 
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properties from that person. The writer seems not 
to consider the advent of Christ: as an incarnation of 
the Deity. He regards it only as an incarnation of 
the Christhood apart from the Godhead. If not, he 
must be understood as representing that the Divine 
Nature of the Son passed through a series of changes 
from what it originally was, until it became capable 
of suffering and death, that is, until it ceased to be 
divine. Alas! what weakness does the human intel- 
lect betray, and into what absurdities does it verge, 
when it attempts to pry into and disclose the secret 
things of God! When will men, when will theolo- 
gians be satisfied with the plain matter of fact as de- 
clared in the divine testimony! The history of the 
church Christian, as well as that of the world pagan, 
presents examples, not a few, of puny mortals, who 
* professing themselves to be wise have become fools.’ 

I shall not, I hope, be considered a transgressor in 
the respect wherein I censure others, if I advert to 
two expressions alluded to by Mr. Irving, and con- 
nected in the Sacred Writings with our Lord’s supe- 
rior nature and pre-existent state. It may form a 
variety not unpleasing in the progress of the dis- 
cussion. 

1. The nature which became incarnate is repeatedly 
called “the Worp,” the term by which the Greek 
« Logos,” is rendered in our English version. of 
John i. 1. &e. and in other parts of that Apostle’s 
writings. Dr. Pye Smith, in his invaluable “ Scrip-_ 
ture Testimony to the Messiah,” has brought together 
a mass of information in regard to the use of this 
term, which, equally with other portions of his volumes, 
will amply repay a careful perusal. He states that 
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the writers of the ancient Chaldee Paraphrases upon 
the Old Testament, in instances innumerable, trans- 
late the Hebrew Jenovau by the expression, The 
Word of the Lord, and concludes as follows: —“ 1. That 
the primary import of the Chaldee expression is that, 
whatever it may be, which is the MEDIUM of com- 
municating the mind and intentions of one person to 
another. 2. That it hence assumed the sense of a 
reciprocal pronoun. 3. That, when used in the latter 
sense, its most usual application is to the Divine 
Being; denoting, if we may use the expression, Gop, 
HIS VERY SELF; Deus IPSsissiMUS; and is the synonym 
and substitute of the most exclusive of all the appel- 
lations of Deity, the name Jenovau. 4. That there 
is no certain proof of its being distinctly applied to 
the Messiah, in any of the Targums now extant ; 
while, in very numerous places, it is so plainly used, 
with personal attributives, yet in dist:action from the 
name of God, that an application to the Messiah can- 
not be held imprebable. 5. That solely from the 
use of the phrase, The Memra of Jah, or The Word 
of the Lord, in those Paraphrases, no absolute infor- 
mation ean be deduced concerning the doctrine of 
the Jews, in the interval between the Old Testament 
and the New, upon the person of their expected Mes- 
siah. I have said, solely from the use of this phrase ; 
but, if we combine this fact with others, derived from 
the study of the Old Testament, it will, I conceive, 
appear a very rational conjecture, that the Rabbinical 
authors of the age referred to, had vague ideas of the 
Word as an intelligent agent, the medium of the di- 
vine operations and communications to mankind.— 
This sentiment is strengthened by the reasons which 
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we have to conclude that the Jews of the same age 
employed the term Worp with a personal reference, 
and that reference to the Messiah. The use of this 
term by Philo and by the Christian Evangelist John, 
appears unaccountable, except on the supposition that 
it had grown up to the acceptation supposed, at least 
among the Jews who used the Greek language. Such 
an extension of meaning and reference, agreeably to 
the ordinary progress of language, would flow from 
the primary signification, a MEDIUM of rational com- 
munication ; and thus it would be a natural designa- 
tion of a MeprATorR between God and man ; one who 
sheuld speak to man on the things of infinite moment, 
in the name and by the authority of the Most High.” 
Vol. i. pp. 961-563. 2nd Edition. 

It is remarkable, though not I think noticed by this 
able writer himself, that, conformably with the view 
he has taken of the import of this designation, the 
Evangelist speaks of the Word as the Creator of all 
things, and proceeds to discourse of him as the life- 
giving Prophet of mankind. “ In him was Lire, and 
the Lire was the Licut of men; and the Licut 
shineth in darkness, and the darkness comprehended it 
not. There wasa man sent from God whose name was 
John. The same came for a witness, to bear witness 
of the Licur, that all men through him might believe. 
He was not that Licut, but was sent to bear witness 
of that Licut. That was the true Lieut, which 
lighteth every man tbat cometh into the world.” 
Schleusner, in his Lexicon on the New Testament, 
refers to Luke iv. 36. as an instance in which the 
term was employed among the Jews to signify a 
teacher; “ Whata Worp is this! for with authority 
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and power he commandeth the unclean spirits and 
they come out ;” and he suggests, though with a ‘ per- 
haps,’ whether the term, as it occurs in John i. 1. &e. 
may not havea similar import. Probably we shall not 
greatly err if we consider our Saviour’s superior and 
pre-existent nature to have been called ‘the Worp,’ 
because it was by the second Person in the Godhead 
assuming a visible form, that Jehovah, in the early 
ages of the world, manifested himself to men, com- 
municated his will, and produced those astonishing 
effects which sometimes accompanied the display of 
the Divine Presence. From Genesis iii, 8. it is clear 
that God was accustomed to appear, most probably in 
a human form, to our first parents before the Fall; 
“‘ They heard the voice of the Lord God walking in 
the garden in the cool of the day: and Adam and his 
wife hid themselves from the presence of the Lord 
God among the trees of the garden.” The remainder 
of the chapter amply illustrates the idea, and in the 
view I now suggest serves aS a comment on our 
Saviour’s words, “ The Father judgeth no man, but 
hath committed all judgment unto the Son.” I quote 
this instance out of many for the sake of introducing 
some remarks of Dr. Owen, in his Commentary on 
the Hebrews, noticed by Dr. Smith. “ The Chaldee 
Paraphrast, observing that some especial presence of 
God is expressed in the words Gen. iii. 8. renders 
them, ‘ And they heard the voice of the Word of the 
Lord God, walking in the garden.’ So all the Targums. 
And that of Jerusalem begins the next verse accord- 
ingly; ‘ And the Word of the Lord Ged called unto 
Adam.’ And this expression they afterwards make 
use of in places innumerable ; and that in such a way 
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as plainly to denote a distinct Person in the Deity. 
That this was their intention in it, is hence manifest ; 
because about the time of the writing of the first of 
those Targums, which gave (normam loquendi) the 
rule of speaking unto them that followed, it was usual 
amongst them to express their conceptions of the Son 
of God, by the name of the Logos, or Word of God.” 
I have no doubt that Malachi’s explicit and sublime 
prophecy of the Messiah’s advent will occur to the 
reader as nearly decisive: Ch. iii. 1. &c. “ Behold I 
will send my messenger, and he shall prepare the way 
before me: and the Lorp, whom ye seek, shall sud- 
denly come to his temple, even THE MESSENGER OF 
THE COVENANT, whom ye delight in.”* 

2. In John xvii. 5. our Saviour is introduced pray- 
ing, * And now, O Father, glorify thou me with 
thine own self, with the glory which I had with thee 
before the world was.” No language could more 
clearly intimate his pre-existence in the joint partici- 
pation of glory with the Father before the foundation 
of the world. The question is, ‘ What was this glory 2’ 
‘The expression intimates that it was glory which 
was formerly possessed, which was relinquished at 
the incarnation, and which was about to be resumed 
as the gift of the Father to the Mediator. Mr. 
Irving’s idea, as we have seen, is, that it was the 
fulness of the Son’s Godhead dwelling in what he 
calls the Christhood, and that the Christhood was 
emptied of that fulness when the Word was made 
flesh. This, however, would be divesting the Saviour’s 
pre-existent nature of its divinity. A more correct 
supposition is that ‘“ the glory” intended was the 
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manifestation of the divine prerogatives and receiving 
the divine honours which belonged to Jehovah, as the 
Creator, Preserver, and Head of the universe. 

However incomprehensible by us in some respects 
the fact may be, we are taught in Holy Scripture that 
the Divine Word, when be was made flesh, really 
-“ humbled himself ;’ not, however, by changing his 
nature, but by voluntary condescension in his condt- 
tion. This humiliation is described at large in a text 
from the ii. chap. of the epistle to the Philippians, 
more than once introduced on these pages, and which 
cannot too frequently occur to our thoughts for either 
the mysteries of grandeur and love it discloses to our 
faith, or the example and the motive it affords to in- 
fluence the Christian character. From dwelling in 
light that no one can approach, which symbolized to 
the view of the most exalted creatures the unsearch- 
able excellencies of Jehovah, and which perhaps is 
intended by “ the form of God’”—he condescended to 
obscure himself in ‘the likeness of men,” and to be so 
‘¢ found in fashion as a man”’ that the indwelling Deity 
was not recognized by the beings among whom he 
took up his abode. From displaying himself as “ the 
High and the Lofty One who inhabiteth eternity and 
whose name is Holy,” filling the throne of heaven’s 
majesty, the arbiter of empires, worlds, and all the 
hierarchies of light—he condescended to appear as an 
infant of days, taking on him “ the form of a servant,” 
and submitting to the yoke of the Mosaic law as one 
of the Jewish people. From being on an equality with 
God as his right, and in the recognition of that right 
by the celestial thrones, dominions, principalities, and 
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powers, who, ‘ day without night, circled his throne 
rejoicing,’ casting their crowns at his feet and hymn- 
ing their sweetest and sublimest chorusses of praise in 
honour of his name—he condescended to place himself 
in circumstances where he was “ despised and rejected 
of men,” accounted “ a worm and no man, a reproach 
of men and despised of the people.” From being the 
object and the source of blessedness to all holy beings 
who gazed upon his unveiled presence, and in that 
vision found a beatitude so perfect that no power of 
intellect or feeling remained unsatisfied—he conde- 
scended to become the object of contumely and scorn, 
a gazing stock and a bye-word, sentenced to cruci- 
fixion as an impostor, a traitor and a blasphemer, and 
open to the foulest assaults of infernal spirits in this 
nether region of ignorance and sin. Reader! are not 
these statements borne out by the Divine testimony ? 
and ought they not to fill thy mind with wonder and 
thy heart with love? Yet after all we can utter or 
conceive of “ the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ who, 
thus being rich, became poor, that we through his 
poverty might be enriched,” far more of majesty and 
mercy exist than are explored. Were all beings in 
creation gifted with an archangel’s intellect, and their 
united powers brought to bear with the utmost stretch 
of capacity and energy upon the amazing theme without 
interruption to the remotest imaginable period of ex- 
istence—little more than the first rudiments in the 
science would be ascertained. And were all bosoms 
in creation filled with a seraph’s fervour, and each 
had at his command a choir of symphony equal to 
that of all the heavenly hosts combined, their united 
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harmonies and ascriptions of thanksgiving would be 
an imperfect and unworthy acknowledgment of our 
Redeemer’s love. 

Here then is a glimpse (alas, how faint!) of the 
glory which our Lord had with the Father before the 
world was, of the glory whereof he ‘ emptied’ him- 
self when he became incarnate, of the glory concern- 
ing which he prayed that his Father would glorify 
him with it again. He was now the Divinity joined 
with the manhood, forming one person, the Mediator. 
His manhood never had possessed that glory. Its 
elevation to glory could only be by an act of sovereign 
favour. Of that glory it would have been for ever 
incapable but for its union in person with the Divinity. 
His Divinity had condescended to this union, and 
thereby his person was officially subordinate to the 
Father. That subordination (voluntarily assumed by 
him, let it ever be remembered, yet not therefore the 
less real) occasioned the style of prophecy which 
went before concerning him, ‘“‘ Behold My sERVANT 
whom I uphold, mine elect in whom my soul is well 
pleased.” On account of that subordination, he de- 
scribed himself as come in his Father’s name, and to 
do his Father’s will. And in harmony with that sub- 
ordination he prays to the Father to be re-invested 
with the glory he possessed before he humbled him- 
self to perfect the work he undertook. Nor was that 
prayer unanswered. See him ascending up in all the 
pomp of Divine royalty and triumph, far above all 
heavens. See him, the Lamb slain in the midst of 
the throne, and the incense of adoring homage rising 
before him from the vast congregation of angels and 
the spirits of the just made perfect. See him, the 
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brightness of Jehovah's glory, the Sun of the moral 
universe in the highest point of his altitude, no more 
eclipsed or beclouded, diffusing his healing beams 
abroad, enlightening all regions, drawing tewards 
him all eyes and cheering all hearts within the bounds 
of the unsinning or redeemed creation. No more look 
down upon the earth you tread on, searching for “a 
tender plant, and a root out of dry ground,” but see 
him, “the Tree of Life,” his roots penetrating deeper 
than the base of nature’s pillars, his head towering 
loftier than the loftiest orb, his branches spreading 
throughout space, his beauty, fragrance, benefits, 
changeless as the Godhead, and all justified beings 
staying themselves upon his strength, reposing with 
delight ineffable beneath his shadow, and feasting 
upon his fruit. As to rank and dignity, “ God hath 
set him at his own right hand in the heavenly places, 
far above all principality and power and might and 
dominion and every name that is named not only in 
this world but also in that which is to come.” As to 
authority, “all power is given to him in heaven and 
on earth.” As to the obedience and worship that is 
paid him, “ God hath given him a name that is 
above every name; that at the name of Jesus every 
knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things in 
earth and things under the earth; and that every 
tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to 
the glory of God the Father.’’ But to know the 
glory to which the Mediator has attained, we must 
wait until the prayer he offered for his people be an- 
swered in ourselves, “ Father, I will that those whom 
thou hast given me be with me where I am, that they 
may behold my glory which thou hast given me.” 


81 


Yet dark as are our perceptions, and cold’ as are our 
feelings now, we see and feel enough to be convinced 
that that request being granted will bring to us a 
fruition and eternity of bliss. 


SECTION IL. 


I must call the reader’s attention to Mr. Irving's 
views as to our SAVIoUR’s PERSONALITY. 

The most superficial thinker will perceive that if 
our Lord’s manhood constituted part of his person 
and were sinful, his person must be proportionably 
stained with moral defilement. On page 52, our 
Author quotes with approbation from the Westmin- 
ster Confession, that ‘“‘ the Son of God, the second 
Person in the Trinity, being very and eternal God, 
of our substance and equal with the Father, did, 
when the fulness of the time was come, take upon 
him man’s nature, with all the essential properties 
and common infirmities thereof, yet without sin; 
being conceived by the power of the Holy Ghost, 
in the womb of the Virgin Mary, of her substance ; 
so that two whole, perfect, and distinct natures, the 
Godhead and the manhood, were inseparably joined 
together in one person, without conversion, composi- 
tion, or confusion, which person is very God and 
very man, yet one Christ, the only Mediator be- 
tween God and men.” What I fix the attention upon 
is the declaration here recorded concerning the man- 
hood of Christ as being part of his person. On page 
70, he declares that ‘ Christ’s person was in his hu- 
‘man nature as much as in his Divine; and if his 
‘¢ human nature contradicted his divine, he is a 
* sinner.” 
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Now in his preface he intimates that his belief 
as to what constitutes ‘ personality’ in men had 
changed since he wrote the earlier part of his work; 
and he now considers “ that the personality is a 
“‘ property superinduced by God upon that commu- 
** nity of body and soul which we inherit, being that 
‘which connects every man with himself, as respon- 
‘* sible to him for that common endowment of body 
“and soul and estate which he entrusts us with.” 
This definition of personality in man as ‘“ a proper- 
ty superinduced upon the community of body and 
soul which we inherit,” appears to be imserted as a 
preparative for excluding (notwithstanding the asser- 
tions to the contrary) the manhood of Christ from. 
being a constituent part of his person. On page 10, 
he distinguishes the humanity as no part of our Lord’s 
person ; “ When I say inclined to” the things which 
the law interdicts, “I speak of his human nature 
“apart from that Divine nature which upheld it; 
“ from that Person of the Sen of God who wrought 
“in it, and by it, the victory over all sin.” To the 
same effect yet more distinctly, we read on page 29, 
** Such persons as have not reflected upon this sub- 
“ject must bear in mind, that the only person in 
“ Christ is the person of the Son of God; whose 
* identity doth not change by his becoming man, as 
“ our identity doth not change by our becoming sons 
« of God,”—meaning, if I do not misunderstand, that 
when Christ became man, manhood became no more 
personally connected with him than the Godhead be- 
comes personally connected with us when we are 
adopted and regenerated as children of the Lord 
Almighty. Accordingly on page 86, the manhood, 
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so far from being regarded as a part of Christ’s per- 
son, is described as only a part of the condition into 
which the person of the Son descended, but with 
which he had no connexion of personality. “I have 
“‘ shown that God doth teach us by the manner of his 
‘¢ Son’s generation that he was not a human person, 
“not a person implicated with Adam’s transgression 
“in any way; not one of those multitudinous per- 
“sons whom it pleased God to bring into being cast 
“in sinful Adam’s mould with sinful Adam’s die. 
“ He was a person of another family; a Son of 
‘“ another Father. Who then shall charge him with 
“sin; coming, ashe came, from the fountain-head of 
‘‘ Divinity, where he had a personal subsistence in 
the light of holiness for ever and ever ? He had no 
sin when he came into our substance to atone for, 
and he got none while he was in the flesh : whence: 
then should he have it? Is it sin for God to come 
‘in the person of the Son into what estate he pleas- 
“eth? Is it sin for him to overcome all sin in that 
estate ? What would they have more to make him 
sinless, than that when he came he should have no 
sin,and that when he dwelt among us he should over- 
“ come all sin?” The holiness of Christ therefore is 
maintained conjointly with the sinfulness of his hu- 
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man nature, by denying that the latter was part of 
his person. 

I shall not attempt to amuse some of my readers 
and perplex others by a disquisition upon the nature 
of personality. It is a subject distinct from personal 
identity, though Mr. Locke seems to bave consider- 
ed them the same. By a person, I understand, one mo- 
ral agent, however constituted b¥ the union of divers 
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natures. A man is ‘a person, and he combines in 
his personality now, a nature that is material, a na- 
ture that is intellectual, and a nature that is moral. 
When the body dies it ceases to be a part of the per- 
son, though while it lives it is as really so as the 
mind, and at the resurrection, when reunited to the 
soul, the person will not be complete without it. The 
sufferings of the body are as really those of the. per- 
son, as are the pains which immediately affect the 
mind ; the circumstances of the body are as really 
the circumstances of the person, as are the condi- 
tions of the mind; the doings of the body are as 
really those of the person, as are the actings of the 
mind ; and what is done to the body is as really done 
to the person, as what is aimed directly at the mind. 
These things are matters of fact, and therefore by am 
appeal to these and similar criteria we may deter- 
mine whether the manhood which our Saviour assum- 
ed should or should not be considered by us as a 

constituent part of his person. For example :— 
1, The Scriptures speak of Christ’s person in a 
way that necessarily includes his manhood as 

part of it. . 

Take the following proofs from Isaiah’s prophecies 
alone. Ch. vii. 14.; ‘ Behold, a virgin shall conceive, 
and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.” 
Ch. ix. 6,7. ; “ Unto us a child is born, unto us a son 
is given, and the government shall be upon his shoul- 
ders; and his name shall be called Wonderful, Coun- 
sellor, the Mighty God,” &c. Ch. xlii. 1, 2. “ Behold 
my servant whom I uphold, mine elect in whom 
my soul delighteth ; 1 have put my spirit upon him. 
he shall bring forth judgment to the Gentiles. He 
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shall not cry, nor lift up, ner cause his voice to be 
heard in the street.” Ch. lili. 2.; “ He shall grow 
up before him as a tender plant, and as a-root out of 
a dry ground; he hath no form nor comeliness, and 
when we shall see him, there is no beauty that we 
should desire him.” 

2. The Scriptures uniformly represent the cir- 
cumstances in which his manhood was placed 
as the condition of his person. 

In regard to his birth, let the angel of the Lord 
testify by the manner in which he announced it to 
the shepherds ; “ Behold I bring you glad tidings of 
great joy which shall be unto all people, for unto 
you is born this day in the city of David, a Saviour, 
which is Christ the Lord.” In regard to his childhood 
and early life, let the record of the Evangelist Luke 
be observed ; “‘ And the child grew and waxed strong 
in spirit, filled with wisdom, and the grace of God 
was upon him. Now his parents went to Jerusalem 
every year, at the feast of the passover. And when 
he was twelve years old, they went up to Jerusalem, 
after the custom of the feast. And when they had 
fulfilled the days, as they returned, the child 
Jesus tarried behind in Jerusalem, and Joseph and 
his mother knew not of it. But they supposing him 
to have been in the company, went a day’s journey ; 
and they sought him among their kinsfolk and ac- 
quaintance. And when they found him not, they 
turned back again to Jerusalem, seeking him. And it 
came to pass, that after three days they found him in 
the temple, sitting in the midst of the doctors, both 
hearing them and asking them questions. And all 
that heard him were astonished at his understanding 
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and answers. And when they saw him they were 
amazed: and his mother said unto him, Son, why 
hast thou thus dealt with us ? behold, thy father and 
I have sought thee sorrowing. And he said unto 
them, how is it that ye sought me? wist ye not that 
I must be about my Father's business? And they 
understood not the saying which he spake unto them. 
And he went down with them, and came to Nazareth, 
and was subject unto them; but his mother kept all 
these sayings in her heart. And Jesus increased in 
wisdom and stature, and in favour with God and 
man.” As to his worldly state when arrived at 
mature age, mark his own declaration: “ The foxes 
have holes, and the birds of the air have nests, but 
the Son of Man hath not where to lay his head.” 

3. The Scriptures describe the emotions of which 
our Saviour’s manhood was the subject, as the 
emotions of his person. 

As to joy; Luke x. 21. “ At that time, Jesus re- 
joiced in spirit and said, I thank thee, O Father! Lord 
of heaven and earth, that thou hast hid these things 
from the wise and prudent, and hast revealed them 
unto babes; even so, Father, for so it seemed good in 
thy sight.” As to love; Mark x. 21. “ Jesus, be- 
holding” the young man who came to him with tise 
inquiry, What shall I do, that I may inherit eternal 
life, “loved him.” As to surprize; Mark vi. 6. 
_ “ He marvelled because of their unbelief.” As to 

grief; Luke xix. 41, 42. “ When he was come near 
he beheld the city, and wept over it, saying: If thou 
hadst known, even thou, at least in this thy day, 
the things which belong unto thy peace! bat now 
they are hid from thine eyes.” As to sorrow and 
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pain ; Matt. xxvi. 36-38, “ Then cometh Jesus with 
them unto a place called Gethsemane, and_ saith 
unto the disciples, sit ye here while I go and pray 
yonder. And he took with him Peter, and the two 
sons of Zebedee, and began to be sorrowful and very 
heavy. Then saith he unto them, My soul is exceed 
ing sorrowfal, even unto death; tarry ye here and 
watch with me.” 

4, The Scriptures imply, that the doings of our 
Saviour’s manhood, were the doings of his 
person. , 

Take but three instances. Journeying; John. iv.3,6. 
“ He left Judea, and departed again into Galilee. 
And he must needs go through Samaria. Then 
cometh he to a city of Samaria, which is called 
Sychar, near to the parcel of ground that Jacob gave 
to his son Joseph. Now Jacob’s well was there. Jesus 
therefore, being wearied with his journey, sat thus on 
the well, and it was about the sixth hour.” Preaching ; 
vii. 37. ‘In the last day, that great day of the feast, 
Jesus stood and cried, saying, If any man thirst, let 
him come unto me and drink.” Praying ; xvii. I, 
‘¢ These words spake Jesus, and lifted up his eyes to 
heaven, and said, Father, the hour is come, glorify 
thy Son, that thy Son also may glorify thee.” _ 

5. The Scriptures intimate that what was done 
to cur Saviour’s nianhood, was done to his 
person. 

In regard to his baptism ; we read, Luke iii. 21-23. 
*« When all the people were baptized, it came to pass, 
that Jesus also being baptized, and praying, the 
heaven was opened, and the Holy Ghost descended 
in a bodily shape like a dove upon him; and a voice 
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came from heaven, which said, Thou art my beloved 
Son; in thee I am well pleased. And Jesus himself 
began to be about thirty years of age, being (as was 
supposed) the son of Joseph.” In regard to his 
temptation, we read, Luke iv. 1-3. And Jesus, being 
full of the Holy Ghost, returned from Jordan, and 
was led by the Spirit into the wilderness, being forty 
days tempted of the devil. And in those days he 
did eat nothing: and when they were ended, he 
afterwards hungered. And the devil saith unto him, 
If thou be the Son of God, command this stone 
that it be made bread.” In regard to the minister- 
ing of angels to him, we read, Luke xxii. 43. “ And 
there appeared an angel unto him from heaven, 
strengthening him.” In regard to his being betrayed, 
we read, Luke xxii. 47, 48. “ And while he yet 
spake, behold a multitude, and he that was called 
Judas, one of the twelve, went before them, and 
drew near unto Jesus, to kiss him. But Jesus said 
unto him, Judas, betrayest thou the Son of Man 
with a kiss ?” In regard to his crucifixion, we find it 
charged upon the Jews as the murder of his person. 
Acts ii, 22-23. “ Ye men of Israel, hear these words; 
Jesus of Nazareth, a man approved of God among 
you by miracles, and wonders, and signs, which God 
did by him in the midst of you, as ye yourselves also 
know : him, being delivered by the determinate coun- 
sel and foreknowledge of God, ye have taken, and by 
wicked hands have crucified and slain.” iii, 13-15, 
“ The God of our fathers hath glorified his Son 
Jesus; whom ye delivered up and denied him in the 
presence of Pilate, when he was determined to let 


him go. But ye denied the Holy One and the Just, 
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and desired a murderer to be granted unto you; and 
killed the Prince of Life, whom God hath raised from 
the dead ; whereof we are witnesses.” v. 30, 31.“ The 
God of our fathers raised up Jesus, whom ye slew 
and hanged on a tree. Him hath Ged exalted with 
his right hand, to be a Prince and a Saviour, for to 
give repentance unto Israel, and the remission of sins.” 
vii. 51-52. “ Ye stiff-necked, and uncireumcised in 
heart and ears, ye do always resist the Holy Ghost ; 
as your fathers did, so do ye. Which of the prophets 
have not your fathers persecuted? And they have 
slain them which showed before of the coming of the 
Just One, of whom ye have been now the betrayers 
and murderers. 
6. Our Saviour himself uniformly discoursed of 
his manhood as part of his proper person. 
John x. 15. “ I lay down my life for my sheep.” 
vii. 31-33. “ Now is the judgment of this world; 
now shall the prince of this world be cast out; and 
I, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all 
men unto me. This he said, signifying what death 
he should die.” xviii. 36, 37. “‘ Jesus answered, 
My kingdom is not of this world: if my kingdom 
were of this world, then would my servants fight, 
that I should not be delivered to the Jews: but now 
is my kingdom not from hence. Pilate therefore said 
unto him, art thou a king then? Jesus answered, 
Thou sayest that Iam aking. To this end was I 
born, and for this cause came I into the world, that 
I should bear witness unto the truth.” xix. 28-30. 
“ Jesus, knowing that all things were now accom- 
plished, that the Scriptures might be fulfilled, saith, 
I thirst. Now there was set a vessel full of vinegar : 
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and they filled a sponge with vinegar, and put it 
upon hyssop, and put it to his mouth. When Jesus 
therefore had received the vinegar, he said, It is 
finished: and he bowed his head and gave up the 
ghost.” Matt. xii. 40. “ As Jonas was three days 
and three nights in the whale’s belly; so shall the 
Son of man be three days and three nights in the 
heart of the earth.” John XX, 17. “ Touch me not; 
for I am not yet ascended to my Father: but go to 
my brethren, and say unto them, I ascend unto 
my Father and your Father, unto my God and your 
God.” 

7. The inspired writers connect a variety of 
facts with the person of Christ utterly irre- 
concileable and impossible except on the sup- - 
position that the personality included equally 
his Godhead and his manhood. 

On what other principle can we explain what took 
place between him and Thomas, as recorded, John 
xx. 27--29? “ Then saith he to Thomas, Reach 
hither thy finger, and behold my hands; and reach 
hither thy hand, and thrust it into my side: and be 
not faithless, but believing. And Thomas answered 
and said unto him, My Lord, and my God! Jesus 
~ saith unto him, Thomas, because thou hast seen me, 
thou hast believed ; blessed are they that have not 
seen, and yet have believed.” On what other prin- 
ciple can we explain the statement in regard to his 
descent from the fathers of the Jewish people, Rom. 
ix. 5? ‘ Whose are the Fathers, and of whom as 
concerning the flesh, Christ came; who is over all, 
God blessed for ever.” On what other principle can 
we explain the reading in 1 Cor. ii. 8? “ Which none 


| 


of the princes of this world knew; for had they 
known it, they weuld not have crucified the Lord of 
glory.” On what othet principle can we explain the 
sublime passage in Col, i. 13—20? ‘Who hath 
delivered us from the power of darkness, and hath 
translated us into the kingdom of his dear Son; in 
whom we have redemption through his blood, even the 
forgiveness of sins; who is the image of the invisible 
God, the first-born of every creature: for by him 
were all things created, that are in heaven, and that are 
in earth, visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, 
or dominions, or principalities, or powers : all things 
were created by him and for him: and he is before 
all things, and by him all things consist: and he is 
the head of the body, the church, who is the begin- 
ning, the first-born from the dead; that in all things 
he might have the pre-eminence. For it pleased the 
Father that in him should all fulness dwell; and hav- 
ing made peace by the blood of his eross, by him to 
reconcile all things unto himself; by him, I say, 
whether they be things in earth, or things in heaven.” 
On what other principle can we explain the first chap- 
ter of the epistle to the Hebrews? “God, who at 
sundry times and in divers manners spake in time past 
unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in these last 
days spoken unto us by his Son, whom he hath ap- 
pointed heir of all things, by whom also he made the 
worlds: who, being the brightness of his glory, and 
the express image of his person, and upholding all 
things by the word of his power, when he had by 
himself purged our sins, sat down on the right hand of 
the Majesty on high; being made so much better than 
the angels, as he hath by inheritance obtained a mere 
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excellent name than they,” &c. On what other prin- 
ciple can we explain the commencement of the first 
epistle of John ? “ That which was from the beginning, 
which we have heard, which we have seen with our 
eyes, which we have looked upon, and our hands 
have handled of the Word of. Life; for the life was 
manifested, and we have seen it, and bear witness, 
and shew unto you that eternal life which was with 
the Father, and was manifested unto us; that which 
we have seen and heard declare we unto you, that ye 
also may have fellowship with us: and truly our fel- 
lowship is with the Father, and with his Son Jesus 
Christ.” Finally, (though quotations in pomt might 
be multiplied much farther) on what other principle 
shall we explain the following two passages in the 
first chapter of the Revelation? ‘The one contained 
in verses 5 and 6; “ From Jesus Christ, who is the 
faithful witness, and the first-begotten of the dead, 
and the Prince of the kings of the earth. Unto him 
that loved us, and washed us from our sins in his own 
blood, and hath made us kings and priests unto God 
and his Father; to him be glory and dominion for 
ever and ever. Amen.” The other contained in verses 
17th and 18th; “ And when I saw him IJ fell at his 
feet as dead. And he laid his right hand upon me, 
saying unto me, Fear not ; J am the first and the last; 
I am he that liveth, and was dead; and behold I am 
alive for evermore, Amen; and have the keys of 
hell and of death.” 

I make no apology for quoting at length these tes- 
timonies from the Word of God. The perusal of 
them will be pleasant to the man “ whose delight is 
in the law of the Lord.” When a series of texts are 
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only named, readers too often take for granted that 
they are appropriate, and unless the mind is interested 
and earnest in inquiring after truth, references are 
seldom consulted. The subject, to illustrate which 
these testimonies have been adduced, is of primary 
importance as an article of religious belief, for if the 
judgment be not satisfied and clear upon the fact 
that our Saviour’s personality includes his Godhead 
and his manhood, our apprehensions of Christian truth 
in general will be imperfect and obscure. What 
reason (beyond solicitude for the safety of his hypo- 
thesis) Mr. Irving had for denying that our Lord’s 
humanity, equally with his Divine nature, formed an 
integral part of his person, it is difficult to ascertain. 


SECTION III, 


I proceed to notice Mr, Irving's views respecting 
the ATONEMENT, RECONCILIATION, or REDEMPTION 
accomplished by the Lord Jesus Christ in the flesh. 

And I cannot forbear recording in the outset my 
most decided and solemn protest against his state- 
ments on this subject, as in tenor and tendency cal- 
culated altogether to subvert the doctrine revealed to 
the faith of the guilty in the oracles of God. 

It appears indeed that Mr. Irving considers and 
wishes it to be understood that his views are funda- 
mentally diverse from those which are commonly » 
maintained and taught among us. The spirit breathed 
in some of the following extracts may be judged of as 
they are read; their correctness we shall notice more 
particularly. “ I know how far wide of the mark these 
“ views of Christ’s actin the flesh will be viewed by those 
“who are working with the stock-jobbing theology of 
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the religious world,—that God wanted punishment, 
and an infinite amount of it; which Christ gave for 
so many; and so he is satisfied, and they escape 
from his anger, which flames as hot as ever against 
all beyond this pale. And this you call preaching 
the free grace of God, the justice of God, the work 
of Christ, the doctrine of election, atonement, &c. !” 
95. ‘ But what a system of theology is that 
which representeth God as in himself implacable to 
the sinner, until his Son, by bearing the sinner’s- 
strokes, doth draw off the revenge of God? Then, 
God is changed in his being with respect to a few ; 
but with respect to the many, his implacable nature 
worketh on in its natural course. Such a God can- 
not be the object of love; and upon such a system 
the object of love he never is. And all this they 
represent as needful for the glory of his holiness 
and justice! I ask, whether to illustrate the holi- 
ness and justice of a judge, it be necessary that he 
hate the culprit at the bar, and therefore punish 
hin); or whether it is not more illustrated if it be 
known that he loves him, and yet punishes him ; if 
it is not most of all illustrated when the culprit is his 
own son,whom nature teaches he must love? So God, 
in the first place, by the death of Christ for all 
men, gives to all men, to all angels, and every in- 
telligent creature to know how much he loves man- 
kind, and every one of the family. And then in- 
deed the hatefulness of sin is shown out tremen- 
dously, the nature of holiness and justice most 
awfully, when, notwithstanding this love, he judgeth 


‘ them to eternal wrath for the guilt of their sins. 


From this basis of universal love, election also takes 
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‘its glorious elevation: for now indeed, when ail 
** have been shown to be eligible, by all being shown 
to be beloved, yet all justly worthy of condemna- 
tion, the choice truly appeareth of whom he 
pleaseth to choose; and God’s free will, unham- 
pered by creation, and his glory to save, are 
also illustrated by the same act of election.” 
pp- 98-99. He says, “that the answer generally 
** given to the question, ‘ wherein lay the great meri- 
‘‘ toriousness of Christ’s sufferings?’ is “ That they 
*“‘ procured God's favour, pacified him and made him 
* placable. This goes exactly upon the notion of the 
“ heathen that God wanteth and will have suffering, 
* standeth to his point, and will not abate one iota of 
‘‘ suffering to any one. And as he had a mind to 
** save so many, Christ came and bore the suffezings 
“ which they ought to have borne; every jot of it, 
* but not one jot more; for if he had borne one jot 
“‘ more, the Father would have been unjust, and if he 
“ had borne one jot less, the Father would have 
** abated of his sternest rectitude. And therefore it 
*“‘ is that they have such an abhorrence of the idea 
“‘ that Christ died for all, that he was a propitiation 
‘¢ for all, and bore the sin of the world. Such is the 
*« system of theology, or rather the one false view of 
“ a great truth, which hath swallowed up all theo- 
** logy, and upon which are constructed the greater 
“ part of the sermons, with which the evangelical 
“ part of the church are nourished, or rather poisoned. 
‘¢ Of all errors, an error concerning the nature of 
“ God is the most fatal; and such an error is in- 
“ volved in these representations, which set forth 
“only one attribute of his being; namely, his holy 
‘“ severity against, and hatred of sin; and wholly 
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obscureth another, which is his love to his crea- 
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tures, and his mercy to his sinful creatures. More- 
“ over, it representeth God as changeable and being 
« changed, as having a different disposition towards 
« men after the Incarnation than before it, in prospect 
“ of the Incarnation than not in prospect of it. And 
“ then the question is, What moved him to the In- 
“ carnation? it must have been to change himself, to 
«« bring himself into another state than he was in be- 
* fore, which are hideous blasphemies. Yet are they 
“« the practical ideas of God which are too often 
“ served out to the people by preaching! Surely this 
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systematic divinity is becoming as noxious a thing 
“ as the scholastic divinity ever was. It may do very 
‘“* well as a convenient logical form, to speals of God 
being different out of Christ than he is in Christ; 
“ and for very good ends such language may be held: 
to teach the Deist and the Socinian, and all who 
“ deny Christ’s Divinity,- what they have to expect, 
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“ even a consuming fire: but it is no more than the 
“‘ expression of an unreal and imaginary opposite to 
“ the truth; it is an accommodation to their false- 
“hood, who are looking to a God out of Christ.”* 


* Would Mr. Irving not hesitate to adopt “ an unreal and. imaginary 
opposite to the truth,” that is, a dée, in dealing with its adversaries for their 
conversion? Could we expect that men of understanding will be converted 
by such methods? Can we suppose that a God of truth and without iniquity 
will countenance and biess such methods for the advancement of his cause? 
is resorting to deception, a mode of dealing with those whe are in error, 
worthy, not to say of a Christian, but of an honest man? The great question 
however occurs, Is it * an unreal and imaginary opposite to the truth,” to 
represent the Deity as prepared to inflict judgment, and as certainly pur- 
posed to inflict it, upon all who disbelieve and disobey the Truth he has 
revealed for the salvation of man? That this is not the opposite to the truth 
but the very awakening and admonitory truth itself, let the following texts 
be consulted to ascertain. Psalm ix. 17. Daniel xii.2. Matthew xxv. 41. 
Luke xiii. 3, 5. John iii. 36. Romans ii. 1—12, 2 Thessalonians i. 7~9. 
Hebrews ii. 1—3. x. 26—-31, xii. 25—29. 2 Peter iii. 3—7. Jude 5—8, 14, 
15. Revelation xx. 15, 
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pp- 101, 102. Again; “I do from my heart pity 
“‘ those who are wrapped up in the poisonous gar- 
** ment of the popular theology, that God loveth suf- 
‘“* fering, and will have it out of some one or other 
“‘ without abatement. This God must be a sore and 
‘“‘ painful contemplation to them; dark and gloomy 
“ must be their thoughts of him; fear and trembling 
** must be their habitual moods! It is the God of the 
‘* natural man, whether in ancient times worshipping 
* Moloch or now worshipping the Father of our Lord 
“ Jesus Christ.” pp. 102, 103, 

It would be well if polemics always bore in mind 
the command, ‘‘ Thou shalt not bear false witness 
against thy neighbour.” It is however too commonly 
forgotten, and something horribile visu which never 
existed is conjured up in the imagination of the 
advocate and presented to the public as the object 
which is admired, adored, and extolled by his oppo- 
nents. The public, confiding in his honesty, look 
appalled at the fiend-like spectral form, and are 
amazed at the perverted intellect and feeling which 
regards it as an angel of light. Not having studied 
theology in either of the Scottish Universities, I can- 
not from personal attendance upon the lectures of its 
professors decide whether the Christianity taught by 
them, and consequently sanctioned by the church in 
which Mr. Irving ministers, be such as he decries; - 
yet, without that means of knowledge, I may 
answer with tolerable confidence for Edinburgh, Glas- 
gow, Aberdeen, and Saint Andrew’s, it is not. Among 
the Episcopalians, the very learned Discourses and 
Dissertations upon Atonement and Sacrifice, by his 
Grace the present Archbishop of Dublin, are highly 
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and justly valued; and, with the Commentary of the 
venerable Scott, may be regarded as containing the 
views commonly held upon the subject by the ortho- 
dox members of that communion. Assuredly Mr. 
Irving will not discover in those works the system he 
so vehemently denounces. As to the Congregational 
body, Mr. Irving should have read the Discourses on 
the Sacrifice of Christ by Dr. Pye Smith, and those 
on the Socinian Controversy by Dr. Wardlaw, before 
he denounced them as dealers in “ stock-jobbing 
theology ;” and he would there have found the views 
he condemns reprobated with equal earnestness, al- 
though not in a style corresponding with his own. I 
allow that particular expressions have been employed 
by authors and preachers upon the atonement, which 
if interpreted according to their literal import would 
suggest ideas altogether unscriptural. But if we were to 
explain all the strong figurative language of the prophets 
concerning the Deity, literally, it would ascribe to 
Jehovah dispositions and qualities altogether irrecon- 
cileable with the perfection of his nature.—TI believe 
that the generality of ministers considered Evangelical 
would concur substantially in the following statements, 
not insisting upon every item in the phraseology. 

1. It is maintained by us that the atonement of 
our Lord Jesus Christ is not the procuring — 
cause but the glorious result of divine merey 
to our guilty world, and that the reason or 
design for which it was provided was to vin- 
dicate God's moral character and government 
in showing favour to the human race. 

Mr. Irving is not the first to insinuate that we con- 
sider the sacrifice of Christ as the occasion of all 
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gracious dispositions in the Deity towards us—that 
what was purchased by the offering on the cross was, 
not the souls of men, but the compassion of Ged; a 
supposition not more contrary to the Scriptures, than 
it is to the doctrine professed and taught among us. 
We believe the Almighty to be perfect in benevolence, 
to be rich in mercy, to delight in mercy, and that 
whatever good man acquires or has within his reach, 
is the gift of God's free favour. We are far from 
thinking there was any discordance among the persons 
of the Godhead, one being propitiously inclined to- 
wards us and the others disposed to take vengeance 
upon us, so that the second came down and made an 
oblation to induce the other two to coneur with him 
in showing themselves graciously to mankind. We 
believe that the glorious plan of redemption was 
equally the fruit of the Father's and the Spirit’s love 
as it was of the Son’s condescensien. We consider 
that his interposition was not his own act alone, but 
a stupendous and indescribable display of mercy by 
the whole Godhead—a display of mercy which, while 
it enriches sinners with salvation, will, more than any 
other of God’s works, fill the universe with wonder 
and praise for ever. Nor can any peruse with more 
unfeigned acquiescence and gratitude than we do, the 
following passages of Holy Writ. “ Ged so loved the 
world that he gave his only-begotten Son, that who- 
soever believeth in him should not perish but have 
everlasting life. For God sent not his Son into the 
world to condemn the world, but that the world 
through him might be saved.” “ God commendeth 
his love towards us in that while we were yet sinners 
Christ died for us.” ‘In this was manifested the love 
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of God towards us, because that God sent his only- 
begotten Son into the world, that we might live 
through him. Herein is love, not that we loved God, 
but that he loved us, and sent his Son to be the pro- 
pitiation for our sins.” 

We do not believe that “ God is implacable to the 
sinner, until his Son, by bearing the sinner’s strokes 
doth draw off the revenge of Ged.” We do not be- 
lieve that Christ’s sufferings “ procured God’s favour, 
pacified him, and made him placable.” We do not 
represent “God as changeable and being changed, 
as having a different disposition towards men after the 
Incarnation than before it, in prospect of the Incar- 
nation than not in prospect of it,” and that the Incar- 
nation was designed ‘“ to change himself, to bring him- 
self into another state than he was in before.” I repeat 
it; we do not maintain or teach “ that God loveth 
suffering, and will have it out of some one or other 
without abatement.” Such things would properly be 
termed what the writer calls them—“ hideous blasphe- 
mies.’ Yet we do believe, because we read, that 
the Incarnate Word, “ hathborne our griefs and carri- 
ed our sorrows;” “‘ was wounded for our transgressions, 
was bruised for our iniquities, the chastisement of 
our peace was upon him, and by his stripes. we are 
healed ;’ “hath once suffered for sins, the just for 
the unjust, to bring us to God.” The question to be 
answered is ‘Why was the vicarious sacrifice of 
Immanuel ordained for the salvation of sinners, and 
how does it operate to that end 2?’ We are confident that 
such a medium would not have been ordained without 
a cause ; it were an impeachment of the wisdom 
which planned it to. imagine that this surprising hu- 
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wmiliation and suffering was arranged and accomplish- 
ed without necessity. © 

We believe, that ‘‘God isLove,” and we believe, that 
“ God is LIGHT, and IN HIM IS NO DARKNESS AT 
ALL.” We believe, that he isa Being of infinite rectitude 
as he is of Divine-compassion, and that, as he pos- 
sesses all kinds and degrees of excellence of which 
an intelligence is capable, (and without that excel- 
lence he were not God) he must be infinite in moral 
glory of character, as he is in benignity of disposi- 
tion. We believe, that. as the Great Parent of the 
universe he presides over its inhabitants and their 
affairs, seeing that all is right. We believe that for 
this purpose, as the Benefactor of his creatures, he 
sustains also the relation of Governor to all whom he 
has made competent to understand and to do his will. 
We believe that his will is not a code of arbitrary 
institutions which might or might not be enjoined, 
but intrinsic and essential rectitude—conformity to 
his own purity—the preservation of that image of 
himself in which beings were at first formed. We 
believe that this law of moral integrity, while it is the 
rule of the creature's responsibility towards God, is 
also the rule of the Divine administration towards the 
creature. In proportion as it is observed and sustain- 
ed, Jehovah secures the glory which is due unto his 
name, beings live inharmony with himself and with each 
other, and concord and happiness prevail throughout 
his wide dominions. Consequently the reason of the 
case itself, the principles of enlightened equity, and 
regard for the welfare of creation, combine to render 
it important that the full recognition of that law 
should be maintained. I take footing on the pertec- 
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tion of the Divine nature, as the basis of my argu- 
ment in proof that the Almighty cannot dispense with 
this law m dealing with the subjects of his throne.- 
His perfect wisdom renders it necessary he should do 
what is reasonable ; his perfect justice renders it ne- 
eessary he should do what is equitable; his perfect 
goodness renders it necessary he should do what is 
most for the well-being of his whole empire. He 
could not deviate therefrom without contradicting 
himself, without lowering himself in the view of sub- 
ordinate and dependent beings—without thereby 
diminishing their means of blessedness, and slacken- 
ing the ties which bind them to himself in allegiance 
and to each other in feve. 

Now this rule or law by which intelligent crea- 
tures are governed, is not like what are termed the 
laws of nature or a piece of mechanism, the various 
parts of which, unconsciously to themselves, and 
without acting in and of themselves, are propelled 
by external force. Moral agents must be moved by 
instructions addressed to the understanding and by 
motives addressed to the will. Each must think, de- 
cide, and aet, within the compass of his own powers. 
Therefore, while he prescribes his law, the Supreme 
Ruler announces hability to his displeasure as the 
result of transgression—a result not by his optional 
appoimtment, but arising out of the perfection of his 
nature as glorious in holiness, Not enly was this pe- 
nalty right, and inseparable from transgression aecord- 
ing tothe nature of things, but it was, so tospeak,a mer- 
ciful shutting up of creatures to their own blessedness, 
The promulgation of it was, as it were, encircling the 
the tree of knowledge whose fruit in this case was poi- 
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sonous as well as prohibited, with a guardian host, each 
in the array armed with a faming sword which turned 
every way to deter the approach of beings tending te 
their own destruction. I contend that the law origi- 
nates not in sovereignty but in goodness ; that it was 
not an after-thought or after-work of the Deity super- 
added to the creature’s primeval state, but that it was 
_essential to the condition of every moral being; that 
it was established with all its glorious and awful sanc- 
tions, not as an ostentatious display of the Divine 
character, but as.an act of Divine benevolence condu- 
cive to the safety and happiness of the creature. If 
any dared to offend, it was unavoidably to their own 
ruin; Jehovah could act only consistently with law, 
that is, consistently with the perfect, the settled, the 
immutable rule of truth, purity, and love. Had 
access with impunity.only once been given to the 
accursed thing, it would seem to tell the universe at 
large that the approach was not so dangerous as had 


- been thought, that there was more of appearance 


than there was of reality in the denunciations against 
sin, that as the Deity was not so resolved in enfor- 
cing his law they need not be so determined in keep- 
ing it. Others might be induced to hazard a similar 
experiment, and soon anarchy, revolt, and calamity 
would riot and revel from one end of creation ‘to 
the other. Were only one instance of iniquity passed 
over unnoticed in the reckonings of the Divine tribu- 
nal, I say not that God would appear unworthy of 
himself—I say that he must cease to be the God whom 
angels worship, whom devils fear, whom patriarchs 
trusted, whom the Bible reveals. 

Let none pronounce this strict adherenge to law in- 
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compatible with benevolence. Could we picture to 
ourselves (alas! that such a picture must be an origi- 
nal composition of the artist, not a copy from nature,) 
a state, the whole judicial code of which was perfect— 
reasonable, equitable, and fitted to the utmost possi- 
bility in all its requirements to benefit the realm; the 
sanctions annexed to that code, perfeet—punishment 
in all cases nicely adjusted and meted out to crime, in 
that way and degree which was becoming; the mo- 
narch to whom the administration of it was entrusted, 
perfect also, in mind, character, and power. Ifin one in- 
stance only that code were set at nought with impunity, 
it would be asa dagger thrust into the heart of the mo- 
narch’s reputation for justice, firmness, or zeal for the 
public good. Whereas, if he always allowed the law to 
take its. course without respeet of persons, flowing 
with its full tide of benefits to all who preserved their 
allegiance, and falling in its full weight of malediction 
on all who presumed to transgress—although cul- 
prits themselves might complain of being hardly dealt 
with, because they had sacrificed conseience at the 
shrine of covetousness er passion, and their feelings 
had perverted their judgment—all enlightened and 
impartial observers, however they might bewail the 
culprits’ fate, would applaud the ruler for his uncom- 
promising regard to the welfare of the community, as 
much as for his steady adherence to law and equity. 
The fault and censure of the suffering would rest, 
neither upon them who made the code, nor upon him 
who administered it ; for benevolence pure, enlarged, 
and disinterested actuated them all. The blame must 
attach to the transgressors of the code who by their 
own deed placed themselves liable to its frown. So 


% 


105 


is it with the vast machinery of God’s moral govern- 
ment. It is essentially holy and benevolent, abiding 
and immutable as his nature. It steadily moves on, 
bearing on each being with an energy direct and great 
as if he were the only object of its influence, impar- 
tially securing life to the obedient and death to the 
. disobedient. When creatures exchange its blessing 
for its curse, the doing is their own. The Divine 
authority is the pillared cloud that stands between 
Israel and the Egyptians, ail brightness to the one, 
and all darkness to the other. If we forsake Israel 
and join the adversaries of the Lord, when we find 
ourselves involved in gloom and desolation, let us re- 
member it is not that the cloud has turned, but that 
ourselves have moved. To regain the light, our posi- 
tion must be changed. When a being has transgressed. 
and thereby become liable to condemnation, he can be 
delivered from the recompense of iniquity only by 
altering his judicial state. 

And to prepare for this, Jehovah “ hath abounded 
toward us in all wisdom and prudence.” Behold the 
Son of God incarnate, suffering as the substitute 
of the guilty ! Behold Immanuel sustaining in his own 
person the anathema denounced by the law on sin, 
that the inviolable obligation of that law as the rule of 
the Divine administration might be evinced while sin- 
ners are saved from wrath! Behold the Lord of glory 
sinking in death under the withdrawment of his Fa- 
ther’s presence, that the Divine abhorrence of iniquity 
might be illustrated while those who committed it are 
received to favour! Contemplate the majesty of the 
sacrifice and say, could a more glorious demonstration 
be afforded of the Divine character and government. 

FO 


106 


There, all accountable creatures mereasingly adore the 
Deity as “ glorious in holiness, fearful in praises, do- 
ing wonders,” while they witness those whe had by 
rebellion ineurred his frown, inheriting the fruition of 
his smile. Angels, viewing it, are confirmed in their 
allegiance to their great King, and find additional 
sources of enjoyment in the enlarged manifestations of 
his attributes and ways. Seraphs have their devotion 
warmed with a more intense glow as they unceasingly 
respond before him, ‘ Holy, holy, holy, Lord God of 
hosts! heaven and earth are full of the majesty of thy 
glory.’ Fallen spirits, ‘ reserved m chains of dark- 
ness until the judgment of the great day,” dare not 
murmur at his dealings in justifying man while he con- 
demns them. And men themselves (O race distin- 
guished above all!) forthwith dry their tears, take 
their harps from the willows, tuning them to songs of 
joyful thanksgiving altogether new; and they, once 
most alienated and endangered, vie with the most de- 
voted, and are eternally secure. God hath said, 
“ Mercy shall be built up for ever.” The grace of 
‘redemption is a structure, planned by wisdom and 
reared by power, over and around which justice, purity, 
and truth (an omniscient and almighty triune guard) 
keep constant watch as to preserve the fairest, the 
sublimest, and the choicest handy-work of the great 
Architect of all. It is a new magnificent throne, 
whereon the Supreme Ruler takes his seat, administer- 
ing his great empire and revealing his presence more 
— gloriously than it had ever been displayed before. It 
is a monumental pillar, commemorating the achieve- 
ments of Jehovah in the day of battle, and covered 
with the trophies he-won from the adversaries, when 
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he spoiled principalities and powers and made a show 
of them openly. It is a sanctuary of salvation, encom- 
passed with walls and bulwarks impregnable, whose 
gates aré open night and day to afford access to sin- 
ners fleeing from the avenger of the violated rights of 
God, while upon its threshold Prophets, Apostles, and 
Evangelists stand, inviting us toenter and do homage 
to the Just God and the Saviour who dwells within. 
And it is an additional citadel of defence to preserve 
the unsinning creation in rectitude and bliss, bidding 
defiance to all assault, and guaranteeing the honour 
and authority of the Most High, immutable and end- 
less as his being. 

Let none complain that statements unduly extended 
have been given upon this topic. It touches a chord 
in the Christian’s heart that cannot soon stay its vibra- 
tions. It is our hope, our joy, our glory. It is our 
great support on earth, and will be our chief song in 
heaven. Nor after all have we done more than reach 
the first. step in our ascent to gain “ the height of this 
great argument.” But enough has been advanced to 
disprove that our views of the Saviour’s atonement 
make the Deity appear mutable; the unchangeable- 
ness of his nature and government is the very base on 
which they rest, perfect and sublime in rationality as 
in the exhibition they afford of rectitude blending with 
compassion. ‘The sum of our reasoning and belief is 
the witness borne by the Holy Ghost in the record he 
has given of the Redeemer, Rom. iii, 21-26. “ But 
now the righteousness of God without the law is ma- 
nifested, being witnessed by the law and the prophets, 
even the righteousness of God, which is by faith of 
Jesus Christ, unto all and upon all them that believe ; 
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for there is no difference ; for all have sinned and come 
short of the glory of God: being justified freely by 
his grace, through the redemption that is in Christ 
Jesus ; whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation 
through faith in his blood, ro DECLARE HIS RIGH- 
TEOUSNESS for the remission of sins that are past, 
through the forbearance of Ged; To DECLARE, I say, at 
this time HIS RIGHTEOUSNESS; that he might be susr, 

and THE JUSTIFIER of him which believeth in Jesus.” 
2. It is maintained by us, that the atonement of 
the Lord Jesus Christ is sufficient for the sal- 
vation of he whole world ; that, through it, 
the Divine Being is revealed to stmners indis- 
criminately as gracious and ready to forgive ; 
and, that the invitations and promises warrant- 
ing men to confide in Christ for salvation are 
addressed to all and are true as applicable to 

all without exception or restriction. 

As to the first ; we do not say that “ as he had a 
mind to save so many, Christ came and bore the suf- 
fermgs which they ought to have borne: every jot 
of it, but not one jot more; for if he had borne 
one jot more, the Father would have been unjust, 
and if he had borne one jot less, the Father would 
have abated of his sternest rectitude.” It is our be- 
lief that the sufficiency of the great sacrifice of Imma- 
1uel should be estimated by the dignity of the person 
suffering, not by the amount of suffering he endured. 
And that this view is correct appears from the argu- 
ment by the writer of the epistle to the Hebrews, 
when, proving the inefficiency of the Jewish offerings 
to make expiation, he declares, ch. x. 3, 4; “ But in | 
those, sacrifices there is a remembrance again made of 
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sins every year. For it is not possible that the blood 
of bulls and of goats should take away sin ;” insisting 
upon it as self-evident, that the worthlessness of the 
victims evinced their incompetency to atone. And it 
is remarkable that, immediately upon this assertion, 
he introduces the incarnation of our Lord as having 
for its object the doing of that which other means had 
been unable to accomplish: ‘“‘ Wherefore, when he 
cometh into the world he saith, sacrifice and offering 
thou wouldest not, but a body hast thou prepared me: 
in burnt offerings and sacrifices for sins thon hast . 
had no pleasure: then said I, Lo! I come (in the 
volume of the book it is written of me) to do thy 
will, O God! Above, when he said, sacrifice and of- 
fering and burnt-offermgs and offering for sin thou 
wouldest not, neither hadst pleasure therein, which 
are offered by the law; then said he, Lo! I come to 
do thy will, O God; he taketh away the first that he 
may establish the second. By the which will we are 
sanctified, through the offering of the body of Jesus 
Christ once.” Here is manifestly a reference to the 
preciousness of the offering as the cause of its sufti- 
ciency. Life is valuable in proportion to the dignity 
of its possessor. I allude not to circumstantial dis- 
tinctions, as the superiority of a monarch to his sub- 
jects; but to diversity of being. Wherefore is the 
slaying of a man marked as a crime of such high 
atrocity compared with the slaying of a brute? In 
both cases mind is untouched; it is only the animal 
that expires. The fact must be accounted for on 
what may be termed the personality of a man com- 
pared with that of a brute. Taking into view the 
Hrehole being, the one is inconceivably superior to the 
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other; and as before observed, what is done to or by 
one nature of an individual is accounted as done to or 
by his whole person. In reasoning upon our Saviour’s 
personality, we have seen that according to the Serip- 
tures it includes his whole being, Godhead and man- 
hood, and that the inspired writers represent what 
was done to or by one of those natures, as done to or 
by his whole person. Hence we are to estimate the 
value of the Redeemer’s oblation, and its competency 
to atone, by the dignity of his whole being. And 
who shall calculate that? or who shall prescribe 
measures and reckenings to that ? seeing that “in him 
dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily.” 
Were all the millions of mankind to apply to this 
fountain of purification from sin and uncleanness, the 
promise would be fulfilled in each of the countless 
multitude, “ though your sins be as scarlet they shall 
be white as snow, and though they be red like crim- 
son, they shall be as wool.” 

As to the second point in the declaration ; we do 
not affirm that “‘ God wanted punishment and an in- 
finite amount of it; which Christ gave for so many; 
and so he is satisfied, and they escape from his 
anger which flames as hot as ever against all beyond 
this pale.” What we profess and teach is, that 
through the atonement of Christ the Divine Being is 
revealed to sinners indiscriminately as gracious, and 
ready to forgive, and plenteous in mercy unto all that 
call upon him. I am inclined to take the expression 
in | John ii. 2. as intending this idea: “ And he is 
the propitiation for our sins, and not for ours only, 
but also for the sins of the whole world.” The term 
“ propitiation,” transfers our thoughts to the mercy-_ 
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seat in the Jewish holy of holies, whereupon Jehovah 
dwelt between the cherubim propitious to the Is- 
raelites. We learn from Leviticus xvi. that once a 
year the high priest entered, and sprinkled sacrificial 
blood upon and before the mercy-seat; the Holy 
Ghost thus signifying that it is through a sacrifice, the 
Almighty reveals himself propitious to men. Now 
the propitiation was general, that is, by virtue of it 
Jehovah was manifested to the whole congregation 
as prepared to receive with favour the becoming ap- 
proach of all and any who came to him with their pe- 
titions and offerings—not as propitious only to certain 
individuals. Therefore the sin-offering is said to have 
been for the people generally, although of course none 
would derive the benefit of it who did not im the faith 
of it draw near the “ presence” or “ face” of the God 
of Israel. Moreover, the presence upon the mercy-seat 
among the Jews typified God’s revelation of himself 
through the work of Christ to mankind as “ the God 
of peace.” There was an evident allusion to tlie 
mercy-seat, considered ~particularly as the oracle 
whence intimations of the Divine will were received, 
in the memorable voice from heaven concerning the 
Redeemer, “ This is my beloved Son, in whom I am 
well pleased, hear ye him.” A reference to the 
mercy-seat is apparent in many expressions of the in- 
spired writers, especially Psalm xxiv. 6. “ This is 
the generation of them that seek him, that seek thy 
‘ face, O Jacob.” xxvii. 8. ‘“* When thou saidst, seek 
ye my ‘ face; my heart said unto thee, Thy < face,’ 
Lord, will I seek.” cv. 4. Seek the Lord and his 
strength ; seek his ‘ face’ evermore.” xcv. 2. “ Let 
us come before his ‘ presence’ with thanksgiving, and 
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make a joyful noise unto him with psalms.” As there- 
fore, through the sacrifice of the Son of God incar- 
nate, God is made known as “ rich unto all that call 
upon him,” that sacrifice is described as “ a propitia- 
tion for the sins of the whole world.” The setting 
forth of Christ Jesus as “a propitiation* through faith 
in his blood to declare God's righteousness in the re- _ 
mission of sins,” is public and general ; the revelation 
of his presence through the Saviour'’s work as “ just 
and the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus,” is 
open to all mankind. By the new and living way 
consecrated through the veil, all have full right and 
opportunity of access to the throne of grace, that they 
may obtain mercy and find grace to help in time of 
need. 

As to the third point in our proposition ; ‘ that the 
invitations and promises warranting men to confide in 
Christ for salvation are addressed to all, and are true 
as applicable to all without exception or restriction.’ 
What I mean is, not that the declarations of Divine 
mercy shall be fulfilled in reference to all, but that 
all are by them warranted to approach God through 
Christ, and to cherish the assurance that in so ap- 
proaching they shall be accepted. Take the well- 
known words of our Saviour (oh that they were acted 
upon as generally as they are known!) “ As Moses 
lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must 
the Son of man be lifted up that whosoever believeth 
in him might not perish but have everlasting life.” 
The proclamation of the gospel, as God has sent it 


* Dr. Owen and others render this word “ propitiatory.’’ It isthe word 
by which the Lxx, translate the Hebrew for “ mercy-seat,” in Exodus xxv. 
17—20, and in many other places, 


113 


forth revealing and announcing mercy, is to every 
creature in all the world. Every creature in all the 
world has full and unqualified authority to take ad- 
vantage of it for his own benefit, so soon as the reve- 
lation and announcement come within his reach. In 
the revelation and announcement of this joyful news 
from heaven to. man, the divine truth, power, and 
goodness stand pledged to every creature in all the 
world hearing it, that if he, whosoever he be, obey its 
call to faith on Christ for hope, its blessings of grace 
and glory shall be possessed as the free and uncondi- 
tional grant of Divine love. Yea more, the Holy 
Spirit as the promised Advocate of God does by the 
evangelical message “ strive with men,” as he did 
with the antediluvian sinners by the ministry of Noah, 
to bring them to repentance. To that end he makes 
use of all moral means fitted to induce the compliance 
of rational agents. He instructs, invites, expostulates, 
warns. He sets before them the majesty and the 
mercy of Jehovah ; the heinousness of sin and the 
beauties of holiness; the misery of the state in which 
they now are, and the privileges of that to which the 
gospel introduces; the insufficiency of their own doings, 
and the all-sufficiency of the work of Jesus to obtain 
for them deliverance; the happiness of heaven; the 
woes of hell; and the awful proceedings of the judg- 
ment to come. He makes it known to them as their 
duty equally as it is their interest, to obey his call ; 
declaring it to be God’s commandment that all men 
every where should repent and believe in the name 
of our Lord Jesus Christ for life eternal; so that the 
principles of moral obligation to God, and concern to 
avert from ourselves the greatest calamities and to ob-. 
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tain the greatest benefits, unite to urge us to a prompt 
and grateful reception of the mercy. that is pro- 
claimed. 

3. It is maintained by us that man is a free 
agent, and has power to avail himself of these 
advantages, if he will; that, nevertheless, 
such is the perverse depravity of the heart 
that, eft to itself, without the influence of the 
Holy Spirit inducing a contrary disposition, 
it never would believe in the Redeemer ; and 
that, in the foreknowledge of who should thus 
be drawn to him, Immanuel gave himself and 
was given of the Father with the settled pur- 
pose of their salvation, as the result and crown 
of his interposition for the guilty. 

Each of these topics, as others noticed already, 
affords ample scope for discussion, but in touching 
upon them I shall be as brief as possible, my object 
being explanation rather than proof. 

I say that man is a free agent, and has power to 
avail himself of the opportunities afforded for his sal- 
vation, ‘if he will. By free agency 1 understand ‘a 
liberty of acting as we may be disposed, without ex- 
ternal interference preventing the exercise of our 
powers thereto.” By power, I understand ‘ the 
means of carrying into effect our volitions. And I 
add, ‘ af he will, to point out the true and sole cause 
of our not believing, and consequently of our not 
_ being saved. 

The very structure of the gospel testimony as al- 
ready explained, implies that it is addressed to beings 
who are free to receive it if they are disposed. To 
consider the Almighty addressing its instructions to 
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beings who have not a mind capable of understanding 
them, or its evidences to beings who have not a judg- 
ment capable of appreciating them, or its motives to 
beings who have not power to act upon them, if they 
were disposed, were an absurdity never to be thought 
of in connection with Him who is perfect in wisdom, 
rectitude, and grace. The fact that the gospel is a 
system of moral obligation implies that men have that 
freedom and power which are requisite to accountabi- 
lity. If not, on what principles of reason or of justice 
can they be held responsible for their conduct towards 
it? I might refer to the numerous texts of Holy Writ 
which throw the censure of impenitence and final 
ruin, altogether upon the unwillmgness of men, the 
Almighty as it were clearing himself from the imputa- 
tion of their blood. Psalm Ixxxi. 13, 14; “ Oh that 
my people had hearkened unto me, and Israel had 
walked in my ways! I should soon have subdued 
their enemies, and turned my hand against their ad- 
versaries.” Ezekiel xxxiii. 11; “ As I live, saith the 
Lord, I have no pleasure in the death of the wicked ; 
but that the wicked turn from his way and live: 
turn ye, turn ye from your evil ways; for why will 
ye die, O house of Israel ?” Matt. xxiii. 37; “O Je- 
rusalem, Jerusalem, thou that killest the prophets, 
and stonest them which are sent unto thee, how 
often would I have gathered thy children together, 
even as a hen gathereth her chickens under her wings, 
and ye would not!” John v. 40; “ Ye will not 
come to me that ye might have life.” I would put 
it to any thinking man whether his own consciousness 
does not testify that he might obey the gospel call i 
he would, 
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But I say, moreover, that ‘ such is the perverse 
and total depravity of the heart, that, left to itself, 
without the influence of the Holy Spirit inducing a 
contrary disposition, it never would believe in the 
Redeemer.’ 

Man was created upright, holy, good; “in the 
image of Ged made he him, male and female created 
he them.” Man's nature was then inclined to recti- 
tude, or, more properly speaking, was rectitude itself. 
God was his delight, and holiness his element. When 
man fell by transgression, his moral nature changed ; 
the bias of bis affections which previously had rested 
upon good, verged and settled upon evil; God became 
the object of dislike and dread—separation and es- 
trangement from him were desired and sought. As 
was his nature so was his disposition ; and as were the 
nature and disposition of the parent, such are those 
also of the progeny. ‘“ Adam begat a son in his own 
likeness ;” and so it has preceeded in every generation 
and branch of the human family. ‘¢ The carnal mind 
is enmity against God, it is not subject to the law of 
God, neither indeed can be ; so then they that are in 
the flesh cannot please God.” This disaffection of 
nature operates as powerfully against the grace of the 
Most High, as it does against his purity ; against his 
gospel, as it does against his law. Such being the 
state of human nature, and such the settled bias of the 
human will, if Jehovah had done no more than provide 
and propose salvation, however large the table spread, 
however abundantly covered with the blessings of his 
love, and however pressingly men were called to come 
and partake of the feast of fat things—they would all 
with one consent have made excuse. Left to their 
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own choice, all would have refused to come, and so 
Christ would have died, and mercy would have been 
proclaimed, in vain. Wherefore, if any are to be saved 
it must be by an interposition of Divine grace, over 
and above the preparation and exhibition of life in 
Christ. The influences of the Blessed Spirit of truth 
and purity, light and love, must apply the salvation 
revealed, by “ working in us to wild and to do of his 
good pleasure.” Hence our Saviour declares in John 
vi. 44,45, 65 ; “ No man can come to me, except the 
Father which hath sent me draw him ; it is written in 
the prophets, And they shall be all taught of God ; 
every man therefore that hath heard and hath learned 
of the Father, cometh unto me. Therefore said I unto 
you, that no man can come to me, except it were 
given unto him of my Father.” Hence wherever 
Christianity triumphs its success is wholly attributed 
to divine agency. Acts xi. 21; ‘“ And the hand of 
the Lord was with them, and a great number believed 
and turned unto the Lord.’ 1 Cor. iii. 5,6; ‘“ Who 
then is Paul, and who is Apollos, but ministers by 
whom ye believed, even as the Lord gave to every 
man? I have planted, Apollos watered, but God 
gave the increase.” 

Finally, I say, ‘ that, in the foreknowledge of who 
should thus be drawn to him, Immanuel gave himself 
and was given of the Father, with the settled purpose 
of their salvation, as the result and crown of his inter- 
position for the guilty.’ 

Although, by comparing spiritual things with spi- 
ritual we should endeavour to perceive the harmony 
which exists among all the statements of the Bible. 
yet when we meet with statements which, consistently 
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with their obvious meaning, are not in our view recon- 
cileable, we are not to twist and torture the expressions 
of the Spirit of God, forcing them from his intention 
to make them comport with our notions. Our duty 
is to believe all, and wait until, by more information, 
study, and prayer, we ascertain their consistency. Now 
there are texts as before noticed which imply that the 
atonement of Christ has a general aspect towards 
mankind at large. There are also texts equally ex- 
plicit, which represent it as specially intended for the 
benefit of some. John x. 11, 15; “I am the good 
shepherd ; the good shepherd giveth his life for THE 
sHEEP. I lay down my life for My sHEEP.” Acts 
xx. 28; “ Feed tHe cHURCH oF Gop, WHICH he 
bath purchased with his own blood.” Galatians ii. 
20; “ The life which I now live in the flesh I live by 
the faith of the Son of God, who loved ME and gave 
himself ror ME.” Ephesians v. 25-27; ‘ Christ 
loved THE CHURCH and gave himself for it; that he 
might sanctify it and cleanse it with the washing of 
water by the word ; that he might present it unto bim- 
self a glorious church, not having spot, or wrinkle, or 
any such thing; but that it should be holy and with- 
out blemish.” These and similar passages teach that, 
in making the atonement, our Lord had a special re- 
gard and design towards those who are ultimately 
made partakers of its benefits.* Further, we cannot 
suppose that the Divine Being would plan and perfect 
the sacrifice of his dear Son at a bare peradventure 
whether it might or might not succeed to profit men, 
leaving it to the hazard of their choice whether that 
stupendous deing should prosper or fail in its design. 
* See Note B, 
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Weare assured that he “ worketh all things after the 
counsel of his own will,” Eph. i. 11; and that 
“known unto God are all his works from the begin- 
ning of the world,” Acts xv. 18. I cannot reconcile 
it with the perfection of the Deity that he should be 
ignorant of futurity. Jehovah challenges it to himself 
as one of the high and peculiar glories of his being, 
that he can “declare the end from the beginning.” 
Jsaiah xlvi. 10. Wherefore, when the Saviour was 
born in Bethlehem, was tempted in the wilderness, 
agonized in Gethsemane, and howed under the death 
of the cross on Calvary, his Divine knowledge, rang- 
ing through all the counsels of God and all the future 
-ages of our world’s events, brought present to his 
view the myriads of the saved ; and for the joy and 
crown of rejoicmg thus set before him, be went on- 
ward in the greatness of his strength, treading the 
wine-press alone, until he bore away triumphantly the 
the spoils of sin and death and hell. 

Having submitted this extended detail of my own - 
views on the atonement, which I believe are in sub- 
stance generally held by persons called evangelical, I 
leave it with the reader to judge how far they have 
been fairly represented by Mr. Irving. He may brand 
this theology by whatsoever odious epithets he pleases. 
He may contemptuously hold it up to public execra- 
tion as a “ stock-jebbing” system, and endeavour to 
raise. an outcry against it as a “ poisonous gar- 
ment.” But let him beware, lest he be found unwit- 
tingly fighting against God. If he look into the Scrip- 
tures, may he not find that this is the theology of the 
gospel, the theology of the Spirit of the Lord? that 
this is the theology which displays the fullest glory 
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of the Divine character, while it confers the richest 
and most assured hopes on man? There may be 
heights in this theology to which the pinions of some 
believers have not acquired strength enough to soar; 
nor can even Gabriel in his towering flight- reach the 
summit of its glory. There may be lengths and 
breadths in this theology, which the minds of others 
fail through indolence to traverse; nor has Gabriel 
fully explored them, that knowledge belonging only 
to “ the Spirit who searcheth all things.” There may 
be depths in this theology which the timidity of a 
third class will not permit them to approach; and - 
were Gabriel to take his stand upon its verge, and 
survey with steadiest gaze the vast profound, con- 
scious of his inability to fathom the abyss yet inspired 
to. the lowliest adoration by what he saw, he would 
exclaim, “ O the depth of the riches both of the 
knowledge and wisdom of God! how unsearchable 
are his judgments, and his ways past finding out!” 
But, we may rest convinced that, by whatever name 
it may be called in the technicalities of our day, this 
is the theology that sanctifies and saves; and without 
it, man is without Christ, and without hope, and 
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I now proceed to consider those views of the atone- 
ment which our Author would substitute in the room 
of the “ popular theology ;” and as usual he shall 
explain himself.— 

« Another objection which is now taken against 
“ the doctrine of Christ’s true humanity is, How 
“could he offer an atonement for sin, who himself 


“ took that which needed to be atoned for, if so be, 
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as we say, he took sinful flesh?) This objection re- 
quires that we should first consider what is the 
meaning of atonement. If it be, as the English 
word plainly imports, the condition of being at one 
with God; then. is there no such atonement 
wrought, or procured, or exhibited as done in Christ, 
unless he did join in personal union and harmony and 
oneness, for ever, the two several and separated and 
discordant things; namely the nature of God, and 
the nature of the apostate sinful creature. If his 
human nature differed, by however little, from 
ours, in its alienation and guiltiness, then the work 
of reducing it into eternal harmony with God hath 
no bearing whatever upon our nature which is not 
the same.” p. 88. “ Again, if by atonement they 
understand redemption, which is the word com- 
monly used in Scripture (for atonement, or recon- 
ciliation, is of very rare occurrence), then, as the 
word means purchase from bondage, three subjects 
are involved in it: first, Who is the captive? 
secondly, What is the bondage? and, thirdly, How 
is the redemption effected? The answer to the first 
of these questions is, The will of man is the bonds- 
man: to the second, the bondage is the oppression 
of the devil, the world and the flesh; and the re- 
demptien consisteth in delivering the human will 
out of this bondage. And these things not being 
denied, the answer to the third question is very 
short and simple: The Person of the Word did 
take a human will under those very bondages into 
union with himself; and acting therein, did deliver 
it completely out of all those oppressions of the 
devil the world and the flesh.” &c. p. 89. “ These 
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two wills,” the absolute will of the Godhead and 


the limited will of the manhood, “ were always con- 
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centric or harmonious with each other; and the 
work achieved by the Godhead, through the incar- 
nation of Christ, was neither more nor less than 
this, to bring the will of the creature, which had 
erred from the Divine will, back again to be har- 
monious with the Divine will, and there to fix it 
for ever. This is the redemption, this is the at- 
one-ment which was brought” (query, wrought ?) 
in Christ, to redeem the will of a creature from the 
oppression of sin, and bring it to be at one with 


the will of the Creator.” p. 54. “ Through the 


power of the Holy Ghost, acting powerfully and 
with effect, to the resisting, to the staying, to the 
overcoming of the evil propensity of the fallen man, 
it is, that the fallen manhood of Christ is made 


‘ mighty, and holy, and good, and every way fit to 


express the will of the Divinity. Be it known unto, 
these gainsayers, that in Christ, and in the soul re- 
deemed by Christ, and in the world redeemed by 
Christ, we can do as ill without the Divinity of the 


' Holy Spirit, as we can without the Divinity of the 


Son. We have a fallen world to redeem,—we 


-have the Son of God to redeem it; but these two 


must not intermingle or be confused: with each 
other; and therefore, in order to make that fallen 
creature harmonious with the Godhead of the Son, 
and so to obtain one person, we must also have in 
it the life of the Holy Ghost, overcoming the death 
of sin.” pp. 63, 64. “ But, how, it may be said, 
is this an atonement for me? It seems to be no 
more than a bearing the infirmities of his own 
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human nature; it seems to be no more than a 
righteousness wrought in his own human nature, 
“ for it. LT answer, There is but one human nature: 
it is not thine, it is not mine, it is not his; it is the 
“ common unity of our being.” p. 95. “ If the 
question, being rendered into orthodox language, 
“ be, Did he redeem the human will from the bond- 
“ age of a nature which drew it away from God, and 
“‘ was of itself rebellious against God? I answer 
thee, Yea, verily ; this was what he did, and this 
‘ was the whole of what he did in flesh.” p. 87. 

The sum total then of what was accomplished by 
the incarnation was, bringing the will of our Saviour’s 
fallen humanity into harmony with the will of God. 
This, according to Mr. Irving, was the atonement, the 
reconciliation, the redemption, that he effected. I 
do not deny, but maintain and rejoice that such a 
work as he describes is wrought in all believers by 
the Holy Spirit. It is the subject of divine promise, 
Ezekiel xxxvi. 25—27. “ Then will I sprinkle clean 
water upon you, and ye shall be clean: from all your 
filthiness, and from all your idols, will I cleanse 
you. A new heart also will I give you, and a new 
spirit will I put within you; and I will take away 
the stony heart out of your flesh, and I will give you 
an heart of flesh. And I will put my Spirit within 
you, and cause you to walk in my statutes, and ye 
shall keep my judgments and do them.” I do not 
dispute that this work may be represented as a re- 
demption of the will from bondage, and a reconcilia- 
tion of it to God. What I deny is that the atonement 
effected by the Redeemer in the days of his flesh, was 
of this kind, and require that, before it is believed, 
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it should be sustained from the word of God, which 
our Author has not even attempted. Now, without 
noticing all that is erroneous in his statements on the 
subject, I shall call the reader's attention to a few 
general remarks.— 

1. That according to the Scriptures, the atone- 
ment, reconciliation, or redemption accom- 
plished by the Lord Jesus Christ on earth, 
regards man’s judicial state, not his disposi- 
tions. 

By man’s judicial state, as distinguished from his 
dispositions, I mean, his condition in point of law, 
as distinguished from his zxward bias of heart. The 
one has to do. with condemnation or justification ; 
tho other, with depravity or holiness. At-one-ment 
or reconciliation in the former sense intends, our 
being the objects of Jehovah’s favour, and the en- 
mity to be removed is guilt, which, wherever it is 
imputed, subjects to the curse of his law. At-one- 
ment or reconciliation in the latter sense, signifies, 
our loving him, and the enmity to be removed. is 
disaffection, which, wherever it exists, disqualifies for 
enjoying God or for fulfilling his commands. Both 
are included in the ruin consequent upon the Fall. 
As Adam was made, he was in harmony with God 
both as to his circumstances and as to his principles. 
When he transgressed, he became in both respects, 
an alien and a foe. Man may be compared to a 
malefactor whose crimes against the state have for- 
feited all the privileges of a loyal subject, and who 
is also inspired with such aversion towards the ruling 
power that he is incapable of being loyal. In the 
kingdoms of this world, whose executive takes notice 


125 


only of outward acts, and where the happiness of 
citizens depends principally upon other matters than 
their feelings towards the persons in authority, a dis- 
affected spirit, if it be not openly avowed, may be 
productive of little inconvenience. But it is not so 
in the government of the great God, which has to 
do with thoughts and hearts, and the chief happi- 
ness to be found in which consists in the sense of 
his favour and the habit of unqualified devotedness 
to him. In the kingdoms of this world, monarchs, 
regardless of law, justice, and the public good, may 
pardon criminals according to their own caprice. But 
it is not so in the government of the great God, which, 
as already proved, must ever be administered accord- 
ing to the rules of equity. The provisions of Divine 
mercy in the gospel meet our necessities in both re- 
spects ;—in the one, by the sacrifice of Christ; for, 
being ‘justified by his blood” we regain the. privi- 
leges of loyal subjects ;—in the other, by the renew- 
ing of the Holy Ghost; for ‘‘ being born again,” we 
regain the spirit of loyalty. But, alas! what a pro- 
pensity is there abroad to curtail the fulness, and de- 
stroy the completeness of the great salvation; as if 
the little mind.of man were incapable of admitting 
the entire. Some are for excluding regeneration by 
the Spirit. Mr. Irving is for excluding the sacrifice 
of Christ, or at least for so explaining the atonement 
as to make it signify nothing different from regene- 
ration. 

The English word “atonement” occurs only once 
in the New Testament: Rom. v. 11; “ We also joy 
in God through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom we 
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rendered there, is, in other instances translated ‘ re- 
conciliation.’ The verb corresponding with it is no 
where rendered ‘ atone,’ but ‘ reconcile. The noun 
or verb occurs in the following passages, besides the 
one noticed where we read ‘ atonement.’ Rom. v. 10, 
twice; xi. 15; 1 Cor. vii. 11; 2 Cor. v. 18-20, five 
times. A careful attention to these passages will 
show that in each the word regards state or relation, 
not disposition. In one (Rom. xi. 15.) it intends 
the reintroduction of the Jews to the privileges of 
the church—their being placed in that ecclesiastical 
state from which their forefathers fell. In another 
(1 Cer. vii. 11.) it intends a returning to the marriage 
state after a partial separation occasioned by religious 
scruples. A word+ nearly the same occurs in Ephe- 
sians li. 16, and Colossians i, 20, 22; and on con- 
sulting those texts it will be perceived that the allu- 
sion is to state, notto disposition. A third term not 
materially different{ is employed by our Saviour in 
Matt. v. 24; “ Ifthou bring thy gift to the altar, and 
there rememberest that thy brother bath aught against 
thee, leave there thy gift before the altar and go thy 
way, first be reconciled to thy brother, and then come 
and offer thy gift.” This text affords a clear illustra- 
tion of atonement or reconciliation as it regards state. 
The case supposed is that of a person, not who had 
any ill-will towards his brother, but against whom 
his brother had some cause of dissatisfaction. He is 
commanded to go and be reconciled to the person he 
had wronged, namely, by answering his claims or re- 
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moving ether just cause of complaint against himself. 
Observe, the direction is not ‘ reconcile thy brother 
to thee,’ but, ‘be reconciled to thy brother’ The 
change was to take place in the man himself, not in 
his brother. Now compare with this statement, the 
19th verse of 2Cor. v.ch: “God was in Christ 
reconciling the world unto himself, Nor 1mPpuTING 
THEIR TRESPASSES UNTO THEM.” ‘The enmity im- 
plied is gzzdé, which made man liable to the penalty 
awarded by the Divine government. Let guilt be no 
longer imputed, and peace is restored. ‘The change 
is altogether in man, not in God. Let a creature 
be accounted righteous, and he is in no danger—that 
creature is in amity with God. As to the means by 
which guilt is removed and peace established, we 
read in the 21st verse, “ God hath made him to be 
sin for us, who knew no sin, that we might be made 
the righteousness of God in him.” 

The redemption accomplished by Christ on earth 
is always represented as bearing upon ws, not on 
himself, and alludes directly or indirectly to judicial 
state. It is described as the medium of justification, 
in Rom. iii. 24. “ Being justified freely by his grace, 
through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus.” It 
is mentioned as synonymous with pardon in Eph. i. 
7, and Col. i. 14; “ In whom we have redemption, 
even the forgiveness of sins.” In Galatians iii. 13, 
its effect is declared to be delivering us from the pe- 
nalty, not the power, of transgression; “Christ hath 
redeemed us from the curse of the law, being made a 
curse for us.” 

It is true that the emancipation of the will from 
the tyranny of the world, the flesh, and the devil, is 
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included in the results of this redemption; yet not 
by any means in the way Mr. Irving describes. The 
removal of the anathema from us as transgressors 
of the law was required preparatory to the Divine 
power operating for our sanctification, because power 
could not interpose for our benefit otherwise than in 
harmony with the just government of God. The 
curse must be borne in order to almighty merey going 
forth to loosen our fetters and open our prison doors. 
This connexion between Christ’s work in the flesh 
and the ultimate purification of his people, is ex- 
pressed in the following texts: Galatians i. 4; 
*“ Our Lord Jesus Christ, who gave himself for our 
sins, ‘ that he might,’ deliver us from this present 
evil world, according to the will of God and our 
Father.” Ephesians v. 25-27; ‘ Christ loved the 
church, and gave himself for it; ‘that he might’ 
sanctify and cleanse it with the washing of water by 
the word ; ‘that he might’ present it to himself a 
glorious church, not having spot, or wrinkle, or any 
such thing; but that it should be holy and without 
blemish.” Titus n. 14; “ The great God and our 
Saviour Jesus Christ, who gave himself for us, ‘that 
he might’ redeem us from al} iniquity, and purify 
unto himself a peculiar people zealous of good works.” 
And because the sacrifice of Christ is thus a prepara- 
tory measure, judicially necessary in order to the 
influence of the Spirit being vouchsafed to purify us, 
the Apostle Peter ascribes our holiness of character 
to it: 1 Epis. i. 18, 19; “ Forasmuch as ye know that 
ye were not redeemed with corruptible things, as 
silver and gold, from your vain conversation received 
by tradition from your fathers; but with the precious ~ 
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blood of Christ as of a lamb without blemish and 
without spot.’ Hence when persons professing god- 
liness undervalue rectitude, they disesteem an impor- 
tant blessing derived through his death, and prove 
themselves so far ‘ enemies of the cross of Christ.” 
Nor is it only thus that the death of our Saviour is 
connected with the purification of his people. A 
work is accomplished morally in them, corresponding 
with that wrought judicially in him. He as their sub- 
stitute died under the curse. In him sin was once for 
all judged, and had its doom inflicted. He rose freed 
from its penalty ; and, participating in what he did, they 
rise from the death of a condemned state to the life of 
the justifying love of God. But the reign of sin over us 
regards not only our condition in point of law ; it in- 
cludes our moral dispositions and course of conduct. 
In this view it never domineered over the Son of 
God; he never yielded his members the instruments 
of unrighteousness unto sin. All that was necessary 
for our deliverance from what may be called its judi- 
cial reign, was provided in his death ; but our emanci- 
pation from its moral tyranny has to be accomplished 
in our own persons. Nevertheless, though this two- 
fold dominion may be divided in our views, it is never 
separated in fact. When sin was condemned in Christ, 
it was virtually destroyed as to its whole sway over the 
believer. His death prepared for our deliverance 
from the curse, and also, as has been shown, for our 
deliverance from depravity. They who are introduced 
to its advantages in one respect share them in the 
other. When converted to the faith of the gospel, we 
rise from the death of condemnation, to the life of the 
Divine favour; we also rise from the death of enmity, 
G5 
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worldliness, and sin, to the life of love, spirituality, 
and obedience. This “ working of God’s mighty power 
to usward who believe, analagous to that which was 
wrought in Christ when he raised him. from the dead, 
and set him at his own right hand in the heavenly 
places,” is fully set forth in the epistle to the Ephe- 
sians, 1. 19. to ii. 7. It is however so distinctly rea- 
soned out to its practical reference in Rom. vi. that 
I cannot refrain from giving the Apostle’s words. In 
the preceding chapters he had shown that our justifi- 
cation before God as fallen creatures is by free favour 
alone, through the work of Christ, irrespective of 
works in us. He had represented that hereby the . 
riches of Divine grace are magnified above all praise. 
To this doctrine he anticipates an objection ; “ What 
shall we say then? Shall we continue in sin that 
grace may abound ?” to which he replies, “ God for- 
bid ! How shall we that are dead to sin live any 
longer therein? Know- ye not that so many of us as 
were baptized into Jesus Christ,” (that is by disciple- 
ship of soul, through “ the renewing of the Holy Ghost 
shed on us abundantly,”) “ were baptized into his 
death? Therefore we are buried with him by baptism 
into death; that like as Christ was raised up from. the 
dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also 
should walk in newness of life. For if we have been 
planted together in the likeness of his death, we shall 
be also in the likeness of his resurrection: knowing 
this, that our old man is erucified with him, that the 
body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we 
should not serve sin. For he that is dead is freed 
from sin. Now, if we be dead with Christ, we be- 
lieve that we shall also live with him: knowing that 
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Christ being raised from the dead dieth no more, 
death hath no more dominion over him; for in that 
he died, he died unto sin once; but in that he liveth, 
he liveth unto God. | Likewise reckon ye also your- 
selves to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto God 
by Jesus Christ our Lord. Let not sin therefore 
reign in your mortal bodies that ye should obey it in 
the lusts thereof; neither yield ye your members as 
instruments of unrighteousness unto sin; but. yield 
yourselves to God as those that are alive from the 
dead, and your members as instruments of righteous- 
ness unto God.’ Hence character is insisted upon as 
a test of state. It is assumed as a fact never to be 
overlooked, that the person who acknowledges the 
reign of sin over his practice, must submit to it also as 
awarding his destiny : “ Know ye not that to whom 
ye yield yourselves servants to cbey, his servants ye 
are to whom ye obey, whether of sin unto death, or 
of obedience uuto righteousness ?” 

I may add another consideration on the connexion 
between the atonement of Christ and what is com- 
monly termed our sanctification. Believers are repre- 
sented as “ priests,” ‘a holy priesthood,” “ a royal 
priesthood,” ‘ a holy nation.” All their acts of wor- 
ship, and even their discharge of ordinary duties, are 
“ spiritual sacrifices offered and acceptable to God by 
Jesus Christ :” not atonements made for sin, but free- 
will offerings of thanksgiving presented in humble and 
grateful acknowledgment of the Divine mercy. Now 
from Exedus xxiv. 3-8. xxix. 19-21. and Hebrews ix. 
18-20. we learn that in the consecration of the Levi- 
tical priesthood, and when the whole of the Jewish 
people were brought under the wing of the Sinaic co- 
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venant and set apart from the rest of mankind as a 
kingdom of priests and a holy nation to the Lord, they 
were sprinkled with sacrificial blood. This ceremony 
betokened their complete and solemn dedication to 
Jehovah, equally with their being cleansed from guilt 
before him. Conformably with these typical facts the 
writer of the epistle to the Hebrews, (ix. 13, 14.) 
represents the oblation of the Lord Jesus as being, in 
im every case where its benefits are applied, the sym- 
bol and pledge of practical devotedness to God and 
the means of reconciliation with him. “ If the blood 
of bulls and of goats and the ashes of an heifer sprink- 
ling the unclean, sanctifieth to the purifying of the 
flesh ; how much more shall the blood of Christ, who 
through the eternal Spirit offered himself without 
spot to God, purge your conscience from dead works 
TO SERVE THE LIvinG Gop.” It is worthy of re- 
mark that this statement is immediately followed, as 
if in continuation of the argument, by a detailed illus- 
tration of the correspondence between the new cove- 
nant confirmed by the Redeemer’s sacrifice, and the 
old covenant enjoined by the sprinkling of blood upon 
the book and all the people. To this view of the 
death of Christ there is a manifest allusion in the de- 
seription of the apostate professor, chap. x. 29. << of 
how much sorer punishment shall he be thought wor- 
thy, who hath counted the blood of the covenant, 
wherewith he was sanctified, an unholy thing.” The 
sanctification derived from the cross of Jesus is a sepa- 
ration to holy uses, as well as a cleansing from imputed 
guilt. And O! let it never be forgotten that when 
we come “ to the bleod of sprinkling,” it is to be re- 
ceived as the sign of entire consecration to the Lord. 
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Finally, on this point, sanctification is connected 
with Immanuel’s death, because the persons redeemed 
become in reason and equity the property of him who 
purchased them from death; the mercy of Jesus in 
dying for our salvation, is the great motive to Chris- 
tian obedience. On the former the Apostle takes his 
stand in calling upon the Corinthian church to sepa- 
rate from all impurity; 1 Ep. vi. 19, 20; ‘ Ye are 
not your own, ye are bought with a price; therefore 
glorify God in your body and in your spirit which 
are God's.” To the second consideration he refers 
when vindicating his own abundant labours in the 
gospel from the charge of fanaticism and insanity ; 
2 Ep. v. 13-15; ‘ Whether we be beside ourselves, 
it is to God; or whether we be sober, it is for your 
cause : for the love of Christ constraineth us; because 
we thus judge, that if one died for all, then were alk 
dead ; and that he died for all, that they which live 
should not henceforth live unto themselves, but unto 
him who died for them and rose again.” And surely, 
if this love were properly discerned, the unqualified 
and uncompromising zeal it would inspire, to put forth 
our energies with restless activity im the service of 
our God and Saviour, would produce an effect upon 
the church, like infusing a principle of vitality and 
healthful bloom and manly, thorough-going industry, 
into a corpse. A resurrection would take place which 
would astonish the world; and small as are the num- 
ber and the means of Christians, they would soon be 
proved sufficient, through the blessing of the Holy 
Spirit, to subdue the globe to the acknowledgment 
of Jesus Christ. 
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2. According to the Scriptures, the atonement, 
reconciliation, and redemption accomplished 
by the Lord Jesus Christ on earth, was effected 
by his death; according to Mr. Irving's scheme, 
it was the achievement of his Jife. 

As the reader is already apprised, Mr. Irving re- 
presents the whole of our Saviour’s course below as 
a struggle with sin in the flesh, the result of which 
conflict was a complete harmonizing of the human 
will with the Divine. On this hypothesis it is diffi- 
cult to know why the Redeemer suffered and died at 
all, unless it were (as the professors in a school to 
which our Author avows no very warm attachment 
affirm) merely to give proof, under circumstances the 
most trying, of his inflexible and perfect virtue. We 
are indeed informed on pp. 41, 42, that His death was 
preparatory to his resurrection, whereby the same 
work of sanctification was completed in his body* 
which had been previously finished in his soul. Still, 
even under this view, the death of Christ was quite a 
secondary and subordinate event; his life and resur- 
rection were the primary and only direct means of 
accomplishing the great work. 

Now compare with Mr. Irving's assertions as to the 
mode in which atonement was effected, the represen- 
tations of the word of God. I know not of one text 
which describes it as the result of a conflict carried 
on through his life and perfected by his resurrection, 
whereas time would fail to tell out the long catalogue 
of passages which ascribe it, with an emphasis it is 
impossible not to observe, to his death. What we 
read we believe; we do not believe what we do not 


* See note C. 
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read. ‘“ To the law and to the testimony; if they 
speak not according to this word, it is because there 
is no light in them.” Let the phraseology of the fol- 
lowing texts from a multitude, be carefully considered : 
Rom. v. 8-10; “ While we were yet sinners, Christ 
DIED FOR US; much more then being now JUSTIFIED 
BY HIS BLOOD, we Shall be saved from wrath through 
him: for if when we were enemies we were RECON- 
CILED to God BY THE DEATH of his Son, much more, 
being reconciled, we shall be saved by his life.” 
Ephes. i. 7; “ We have REDEMPTION THROUGH HIS 
BLOOD, the forgiveness of sins.” ii. 13, 16, ‘* Now in 
Christ Jesus, ye who sometimes were far off are 
MADE NIGH BY THE BLOOD of Christ. That he might 
RECONCILE both unto God in one body By THE 
cross, having slain the enmity thereby.” Col. i. 20-22; 
“And HAVING MADE PEACE BY THE BLOOD OF HIS 
cross, by him to reconcile all things unto himself; 
by -him, I say, whether they be things in earth, or 
things in heaven. And you, that were sometime 
alienated, and enemies in your mind by wicked works, 
yet now hath he RECONCILED IN THE BODY OF HIS 
FLESH THROUGH DEATH, to present you holy, and 
unblameable, and unreprovable in his sight.” And, 
not to detail quotations which have doubtless multi- 
plied on the reader’s recollection, take in ‘addition 
only the new song of the glorified in Rev. v. 9; 
“ Thou art worthy to take the book, and to open the 
seals thereof; for THOU WAST SLAIN, AND HAST 
REDEEMED US TO GOD BY THY BLOOD, out of every 
kindred, and tongue, and people, and nation.” May 
it not be fairly demanded of our Author, why, if the 
reconciliation achieved by our Saviour in the days of 
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his flesh, were the result of a protracted conflict car- 
ried on between sin and holiness in his nature, the 
sacred writers never so describe it, but uniformly 
trace it to his death ? 

It is no more than justice, however, to give a con- 
troversialist the benefit of his own explanations. 
Mr. Irving, as his whole work proves, is exceedingly 
anxious not to come under the censure of his church 
as heterodox, which he must be aware he inevitably 
would do, if he did not refer to something like expia- 
tion as accomplished by the death of the Lord of 
glory. Accordingly we read on page 90, “ It only 
‘“‘ remains that we speak of the atonement with rela- 
“ tion to the price, the ransom, or sacrifice, by which 
“it was purchased. And this, I say, with all ortho- 
‘¢ dox divines, standeth in the death of the Son of 
‘“‘ God: by which I believe, that sin was abolished 
** and an everlasting righteousness brought in ; as it is 
“‘ written: ‘ By the which will we are sanctified, 
“ through the offering of the body of Christ once for 
“all.” (Heb. x.) This act of dying, and in death of- 
‘* fering a spotless body, I believe to be the great and 
** principal act of Christ’s work in the flesh ;* as it is 
*‘ written, ‘ Therefore the Father loveth me because 
“‘ I give my life for the sheep.’ I believe that out of 
*‘ this death cometh the life of all who shall for ever 
“live ; and I obtrude these points of faith as it may 
‘seem out of place in our argument, on purpose to 
“ disabuse honest hearted people, who may have been 
“Jed astray by the wicked surmises of evil tongues, 

»* The reader will compare this with the declaration quoted on p. 123, that 
what Christ did in the flesh was to ‘redeem the human will from the bon- 


cage of a nature which drew it away from God, and was of itself rebellious 
against God, and that this was the whole of what he did in flesh.’ 
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“that I lean to Socinian views on the subject of the 
* atonement. Malicious men! wicked railers ! wher 
“ will ye learn charity and love ?” 

I confess that when I began reading these sentences, 
I hoped the statement would not be interrupted until 
the writer had frankly and fully avowed his belief in 
the ordinarily received doctrine of the atonement, 
and had given an exposition of its consistency with 
his peculiar views. I hoped it was going to appear, 
that his idea of harmonizing the two wills in Christ 
was at least merely an appendage to that doctrine, 
not a substitute for it. Herein I was mistaken. The 
phraseology seems and sounds like orthodoxy; yet 
there is not a word that may not be interpreted 
consistently with the Author's opinions, which exelude 
from the atonement of Christ the notion of any thing 
judicial, and make it only the moral reconciliation of 
two hostile natures. The chief, indeed the only dif- 
ficulty in giving this construction to it, exists in the 
first sentence, where mention is made of “ the atone- 
ment with relation to the price, the ransom, or sacri- 
fice, by which it was purchased.” Why was not the 
nature of the purchase and ransom explained ? What 
is the design of the sacrifice, and what the mode in 
which it bears on the salvation of man? To whom 
was the price paid, and what was bought thereby ? 
Answers distinctly given to a few such interrogations, 
would have removed many doubts, and prevented 
much misconstruction and dissatisfaction. My im- 
pression is, that Mr. Irving does not believe that the 
death of Christ was a price, a ransom, or sacrifice at 
all, in the common acceptation of the words. State- 
ments of his, warranting such a conclusion, have been 
given, and others will hereafter be introduced. He 
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may explain, that when he says, by the death of the 
Son of God “ sin was’ abolished and an everlasting 
righteousness brought in,” he intends, that the sinless 
purity of our nature in Christ was perfected; that the 
sanctification mentioned in Hebrews x. 10. as coming 
to us, through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ, 
consists in the conformity of the creature will to the 
will of God, and not by any means a judicial cleansing 
from guilt ; that Christ’s “act of dying, and in death 
offering a spotless body, was the great and principal 
act of his work in the flesh,” because thereby sin in 
his manhood was destroyed, it was the crowning deed 
of his victory over it, and he. presented to the Father 
a human will completely delivered from the power 
of evil ; that Christ “ gives his life for his sheep” inas- 
much as the work of purifying his human nature was 
then completed, to be the pattern of the destruction 
of sin in them, and, that thus “ out of the death of 
Christ, cometh the life of all who shall for ever live.” 
I do not say, that if Mr. Irving were questioned he 
would give this explanation of his own statements, 
but I say that he might do so, and that to be con- 
sistent with himself he must. Probably he would re- 
solve such expressions as ‘ the death of Christ being 
the price, the ransom, or sacrifice, by which atune- 
ment was purchased, into ‘ mere figures of speech,’ 
“most eloquently and most fitly” used by the writer of 
the following sentences in accordance with the views 
they express :— “ At-one-ment, or reconciliation, is a 
‘‘ mere figure of speech, or similitude, until it be 
“seen effected in the constitution of the person of 
“‘ Christ, under these two wills or operations. I ob- 
“ ject not to the similitude taken from paying debts, 
* nor to the similitude taken from redeeming captives, 
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‘nor to the similitude taken from one man’s dying in 


the room of another, nor to any of the infinite simi- 
litudes, which St. Paul useth most eloquently and 
most fitly, for illustrating and enforcing this most 
precious truth of the at-one-ment, or reconciliation ; 
but the similitudes are, to my mind, only poor 
helps for expressing the largeness, fulness, and 
completeness of the thing which is done by the 
Word’s being made flesh, and which is exhibited as 
done, by the placing of the Godman on the right 
hand of the Majesty on high, visible Head, effective 
Ruler of the created worlds, and of the intelligent 
creatures which possess them. This Head Actor 
of all things enacted, this Being comprehensive of 
all things created, great fountain of life, full ocean 
of animation, is in every thought, in every act, God 
and man, God’s will and man’s will, in one person 
united. Every thing, therefore, thence flowing cir- 
cling wide as creation’s utmost bound; every oc- 
currence, every accident, every attribute, every act, 
every relation, every change, every position, which 
together constitute the variety of life in the creation 
redeemed and ruled by Christ, is in very truth a 
demonstration of manhood at one with Godhead, 


‘* because it is all thought, spoken, and done by the 
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person, the one person, who in all his thoughts, 
words, and doings, is God and man. What recon- 
ciliation like this reconciliation ? What at-one-ment 
like this at-one-ment ?” pp. 48, 49. How convenient 


is it, when inspired statements contradict our views, 
to call them “ figures of speech,” and apologize for 
denying the testimony by complimenting the writer 


upon his eloquence ! 
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8. According to the Scriptures, the atonement, 
reconciliation, and redemption accomplished 
by the Lord Jesus Christ on earth, was effected 
by his suffering, as a substitute, the curse due 
to the sins of others ; according to Mr. Irving 
the sufferings he bore were due to sin in his 
own nature. 

No language or modes of speech can convey the 
sentiment of vicarious suffering—of the innocent en- 
during the displeasure due to the guilty, in order that 
the latter may be freed from wrath—more clearly 
than such texts of Holy Writ as the following con- 
cerning the sufferings of the Messiah, by the prophet 
Isaiah; (liti, 4—6, 8, 11, 12:) ‘¢ Surely he hath 
borne our griefs, and carried our sorrows ; yet we did 
esteem him stricken, smitten of God, and afflicted. 
But he was wounded for our transgressions, he was 
bruised for our iniquities; the chastisement of our 
peace was upon him, and by his stripes we are healed. 
All we like sheep have gone astray, we have turned 
every one to his own way, and the Lord hath laid on 
him the iniquity of us all. For the transgression of 
my people was he stricken. By his knowledge shall 
my righteous servant justify many, for he shall bear 
_ their iniquities. He was numbered with the trans- 
_ gressors, and he bare the sin of many.” The design 
of the Holy Spirit in these verses, was to correct the 
error into which the Jews would fall, when they be- 
held one professing and proving himself to be the 
promised Seed, sojourning on earth a lowly and 
afflicted individual. Their impression, as the evan- 
gelical history shows, was, that his manhood was 
smitten of God in judgment on iniquity in himself. 
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This is denied. Though it is admitted that he bore 
the curse due to sins, we are instructed that it was 
the curse due to the sins of others, transferred in the 
reckonings of the Divine Ruler of the world to him, 
and for which he voluntarily undertook to answer, in 
order that they who had actually transgressed might 
be liberated from condemnation. Daniel declares 
(ix. 26:) “ After threescore and two weeks shall 
Messiah be cut. off, but not for himself.” The ex- 
pression, “ but not for himself” is remarkable, and 
clearly shows that it was not on account of any thing 
in the Saviour’s manhood that entailed death, he was 
cut off; and consequently it must be on account of 
something external to himself that he suffered and 
died. The faith of the Christian church, as taught in 
the New Testament, corresponds with that set forth 
in the Jewish Scriptures. Matt. xx. 28; “ The Son 
of man came not to be ministered unto but to minis- 
ter, and to give his life a ransom for many,” inti- 
mating that'our Saviour benefitted others, not himself ; 
and that he served them by substituting his life to 
save theirs. John i. 29; “ John seeth Jesus coming 
unto him, and saith, Behold the Lamb of God which 
taketh away the sin of the world!” teaching that it 
is in consequence of the sin of mankind being borne 
by the Saviour as their substitute, that it is re- 
moved. 2 Cor. v. 21; “ God hath made him to be 
sin for us, who knew no sin; that we might be made 
the righteousness of God in him,” than which words 
it is impossible any should more clearly express one, 
who was an utter stranger to sin, having its penalty 
inflicted on him as the substitute of others who had 
contracted guilt before God, in order that they might 
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be accounted righteous and enjoy the divine benedic- 
tions.” Hebrews ii. 9; “ We see Jesus, who was 
made a little lower than the angels for the suffering 
of death, crowned with glory and honour; that he by 
the grace of God should taste death for every man,”* 
that is, in our stead he took the cup of wrath and 
drank it off, that we might have given to us the cup 
of salvation. 1 Peter ii. 24; ‘“‘ Who his own self, 
bare our sins in his own body upon the tree ;+ that 
we, being dead to sins, should live unto righteous- 
ness: by whese stripes ye were healed,’—-expressions 
little varying from those of Isaiah before quoted. 
Chap. iii. 18; “ Christ also hath once suffered for 
sins, the just for the unjust, to bring us to God,” — 
our sins estranged us from the Divine favour ; Christ; 
who was innocent, took them upon him, and in our 
stead who were guilty, suffered the curse they entailed, 
and now we are brought near to mercy and eternal 
life. 


* Rather * every one;”’ or, perhaps, with more explicitness ** every son ;”’ 
connecting this statement with the Divine purpose, mentioned in the next 
verse, of ** bringing many sons unto glory.” As already explained, in one 
sense Christ ‘* tasted death for every man,’? namely, as through his atone- 
ment God reveals himself to ail, ready to forgive: in another sense he 
** tasted death for every son,”’ as he gave his life éntentionally to save those 
who believe on him. Compare 1 Tim. iv. 10. 


+ On pages 125, 126, after referring to the Psalms which prophetically de- 
scribe the sufferings of Christ, and quoting from the x1. ‘* Mine iniquities 
have taken hold of me; they are more than the hairsof mine head,” | our 
Author says,—* But though such passages as these are of deep import, I 
s¢ will be slow to reject them from the use of Christ personal, when I find 
** the counterpart of them in the New Testament, ‘ He bare our sins in his 
6° own body;’ ‘he was made sin for us.’ That they do not imply actual 
“ transgression, is manifest from the very Psalms in which they are used: 
«© as, for example, from the xl. where it is said, ‘ I delight todo thy will; 
‘© yea thy law is within my heart.’ When I find such seeming contradictions 
** Tam not rash to reject either the one or the other, as not spoken of Christ ; 
© for if you deprive him of the one for its seeming imputation of evil, why 
s¢ not as well deprive him of the other (Unitarians might say) for its seeming 
s‘ imputation of good? I am accustomed to tremble before God’s word, and 
ec to send it like a ploughshare through my own and every other man’s sys- 
« tem. Much meditating then upon such expressions, I have come to the 
ss conclusion that they import that load of all sins which in taking our nature 
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Against this doctrine of a being altogether sinless, 
suffering in the room of others who were sinful, Mr. 
Irving utterly protests. ‘ The man who will put a 
“ fiction, whether legal or theological, a make-believe 
“ into his idea of God, I have done with ; he who 
“ will make God consider a person to be that which 
‘he is not, and act towards him as that which he is 
“not, I have done with. Either Christ was in the 
‘“‘ condition of the sinner, was in the form of being to- 
‘‘ wards which it is God’s eternal law to act as he 
‘acted towards Christ, or he was not. If he was, 
“‘ then the point in issue is ceded, for that is what 1 
“am contending for. If he was not, and God treated 
“him as if he had been so; if that is the meaning of 
“their imputation and substitution, or by whatever 
“ name they calllit; away with it, away with it from 
“ my theology for ever: for it makes my God a God 
“< of ae and not of truth,’* pp. 116, 148. 
Our Author here, as elséwhere, has indulged in de- 
clamation a little too much for his consistency with 
himself, and still more for his consistency with 
Scripture. Did not God act, at least, in a degree to- 


“ he took along with it.”” That the expression * He bare our sins in his own 
body” will not allow of the construction thus forced upon it, appears by 
considering that supposing Christ to have taken a sinful nature the same as 
ours upon him, that would be no more bearing our sins, than each individual 
of our race bears the sins of all others in his own body. Besides, had Mr. 
Irving inserted the whole text it would have convinced the reader that the 
meaning given to itis untenable. Why omit the words, “ oN THE TREE”? 
Because they show that the bearing our sins in his own body means, not par- 
taking of our sinful nature all along from his incarnation, but enduring the 
curse of our iniguities when he died upon the cross to make expiation for 
them. 

* Compare with these statements the following: ‘* We have reason to 
confess a continual sin, which he had never reason to confess in himself and 
of hirnself, but.only through imputation from others.’ p. 69. * I believe that 
his perfect holiness did not prevent him one jot from being treated as the 
greatest sinner by the Father.” p. 97. ‘ If they say, that he was not a sinner: 
True; but he was treated as a sinner, as the greatest sinner, as the only sin- 
ner.” ‘p. 104. : 
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wards Christ as if he had been a sinner, when through 
the hidings of his countenance Immanuel agonized 
in the garden, and cried out in the bitterness of his 
soul upon the tree, “ my God! my God! why hast 
thou forsaken me ?”—was therefore Christ a sinner ? 
Has not “ Christ redeemed us from the curse of the 
law, being made a curse for us’? “for it is written cursed 
is every one that hangeth on a tree;” and, because he, 
for our redemption, bore the curse denounced on 
‘“‘ every one that continueth not in all things written 
in the book of the law to do them,” are we to con- 
clude that he had not rendered the obedience which 
the law requires? As above quoted, the Apostie Peter 
declares that Christ suffered “the just for the unjust ;” 
did what he suffered belong to himself as his due, or 
did it not rather belong to others as their due, and he, 
though innocent, endured what belonged to the guilty? 
The Rev. Gentleman may exclaim against it with as 
much vehemence as he please. He may ridicule and 
decry it ‘ asa legal or theological fiction,’ and as making 
God *¢ a God of make-believes.’ But Scripture truths 
are too firmly fixed to be moved by the out-breakings 
of his abhorrence, though it be wrought up to the fury 
of a hurricane, and sweep away in its ravages his own 
much valued hypothesis. If the Saviour took on him 
a sinful manhood and suffered only the sentence of 
the Divine government due to that sinful manhood, it 
may be an atonement for that manhood, but it can be 
none for me or any other of our race. No! we are 
left without an expiation for our guilt, and conse- 
quently without a door of hope. To this he rejoins, 
‘“« There is but one human nature: it is not thine ; it 
“is not mine; it is not his; it is the common unity of 
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“our being.” But may not the same be said of the 
nature of the finally condemned? is not that also the 
common unity of our being? and, on our Author's 
- principle, may we not as well look to the sufferings 
of the lost in perdition, for deliverance from the doom 
deserved by our sins, as to the sufferings of Christ in 
the garden and on the tree? If our Saviour had sin 
within the limits of his person, exposing him to the 
malediction of the law, no matter to which nature it 
attached, he was not, so to speak, aé liberty to suffer 
for the sins of others, and therefore nothing he en- 
dured could legally profit them so as to deliver them 
from wrath. Heep 

There are two respects in which Mr. Irving censi- 
ders our Lord’s human nature to have been the sub- 
stitute of ours, although he rejects the idea of the 
sinless suffering in the room of the guilty. The first, 
that by the Divine nature taking ours in a sinful state 
into union with itself, a preof was given of the Divine 
favour to us as transgressors. The second, that the 
work said to have been effected in the Redeemer, 
was the great exemplar of a similar work to be 
wrought in all the saved. We will glance at each of 
these considerations. 

That the incarnation of the Deity was a gloricus 
demonstration of the Divine regard to the race whose 
nature he assumed, is confessed and rejoiced in. But 
our Author maintains that no such proof was given if 
it were not sinful manhood which was assumed. “ If 
“ Godhead in the person of the Son did not embrace 
‘‘ our nature, as I and all men possess it, that nature, » 
‘‘ which I and all men possess, is not yet embraced 
“ by God. It is not stooped unto; it is not lifted up; 
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“ it is not redeemed: it is not regenerated; it is not 
‘‘ yaised from the dead; it is not seated on the throne 
*¢ of God. All this indeed hath been done, but not for 
“ flesh and blood as the children partake of it, but for 
‘‘ flesh and blood in another state. It was too vile 
“ for him to touch it; it were pollution to have 
“any thing to do with it; the thought of such a 
“ thing is wickedness; the utterance of it is blasphe- 
“my. So say the enemies of truth,—surely not 
“ knowing what they say,” &c. pp. 114, 115. Let 
me ask, is it, on Mr. Irving’s showing, manhood like 
ours, defiled with sin, which is now in Christ raised 
from the dead and exalted to the throne of God? 
assuredly not: it is a body purified, transformed, glo- 
rious, which is thus distinguished ; not a “ vile body” 
such as we have. Again; the possibility of the in- 
finitely holy nature of God taking into personal union 
with itself a nature stained with depravity like ours, 
will be examined hereafter. The fact, whether or not 
such a union was formed, depends on the testimony 
of Scripture, which I contend pronounces a distinct 
and unanimous negative upon the point. But what 
we have to notice at present is the assertion, that ‘ we 
have no proof of God’s love to us as sinners, unless 
the Son of God took on him a sinful manhood.” 
And I would demand, does inspiration ever direct us 
to the union of the holy nature of God with the sin- 
ful nature of man in the person of Christ, as the 
proof on which we are to rest our hope that Jehovah 
will be gracious to us? I still must abide by the rule, 
what we read we believe ; we do not believe what 
we do not read. The sacred writers, in appealing to 
the gift of Christ as the grand demonstration of the 
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Divine love to sinful men, refer us not to the union 
of the two natures in his person, but to the fact that 
he became incarnate and died as a sacrifice for our 
benefit. ‘“ He that spared not his own Son, but de- 
livered him up fer us all, how shall he not, with him 
also, freely give us all things?” Rom. viii. 32. See 
also 1 John iv. 9, 10. The love to be proved is the 
willingness of the Almighty to receive sinners to his 
favour, not his disposition to take the nature of each 
man into personal union with the Divine; and his act 
of condescension in assuming sinful manhood, had he 
done so in the case of Jesus of Nazareth, would af- 
ford no evidence that he will pardon my sins and 
save my soul from hell. But when I know, on the 
wariant of his own word, that he has miraculously 
prepared a holy human nature, that the Divine Son 
has ‘become united with that body, and that the glo- 
rious personage thus formed has been given as an 
atoning oblation, in order that forgiveness and all otl:er 
spiritual blessings may be bestowed on every trans- 
gressor who confides in the sacrifice, I then have what 
is intelligible, what is applicable, what is convincing, 
what bears down before it every relic or mountain of 
scepticism existing in the range of my whole soul as 
to the disposition of the Most High to grant me re- 
demption, and perfect my salvation. I see, I trust, I 
hope, I feel, that Love, vast as the being of God, in- 
dependent as the sovereignty of God, sufficient as the 
fulness of God, mighty as the power of God, endless 
and unchanging as the existence of God—Love that 
knows no gift too precious to bestow, no work too 
great to do—is the Rock of my dependence for 
immortality. Taking my stand thereon, “ in perfect 
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peace” I dwell ; and though around and near me earth 
and hell are up in arms against me, I look, and smile, 
and sing, “ The Lord is my light and my salvation, 
whom shall I fear? the Lord is the strength of my 
life, of whom shall I be afraid 2” 

Secondly; we are told, “It is a truth acknow- 
‘‘ ledged in all churches, and devoutly rested in by 
“ all believers, that Christ stands in the room of sin- 
“‘ ful men, and that God’s dealings with him show us 
‘* how he will deal with those who believe on him; 
‘* that because he triumphed, we also shall triumph 
“ over sin; that because he lives we shall live also; 
‘¢ that as he was in the world, so are we in the world; 
‘‘ that as he was beloved of the Father, so are we 
‘¢ beloved; that as he is risen, so shall we be raised ; 
‘« that in what glory he shall come, we’ shall come; 
* and in what manner he shall reign, we shall reign 
“ with him.” p. 112. That believers are and will be 
assimilated to the Redeemer, is a glorious and con- 
soling truth, the constant joy, endeavour, and hope of 
the true Christian. “ Whom he did foreknow, he 
also did predestinate, to be conformed to the image of 
his Son, that he might be the first-born among many 
brethren;’ Rom. viii. 29. As he is beloved of God, so 
are they; ashe is holy, so are they; as he was hated of the 
world, so are they; as he has entered heaven, so shall 
they ; as his body is glorious, so shall theirs be. The 
position however, “ That God’s dealings with him show 
us how he will deal with those who believe on him,” 
must be understood with some restrictions. For 
example; God made the iniquities of men to meet on 
him; is therefore the accumulated guilt of myriads to 
be placed on each believer? Jesus bore the curse due 
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to sin; is therefore each believer to endure that 
curse? Jehovah ordained the Lord Jesus Christ a 
priest for ever after the order of Melehizedek ; has he 
by a similar oath so consecrated each believer ? God 
hath placed Christ on heaven’s highest throne, and 
invested him with dominion over the universe; will 
he place each believer on that throne, and entrust to 
him the same authority? The Almighty, on the re- 
surrection and ascension of his Only-begotten, sent 
forth the mandate, ‘* Let all the angels of God wor- 
ship him ;” will a similar edict be issued in regard to 
each believer, requiring that those exalted beings or 
any other shall do homage to us ?—It were absurd, 
it were awful, it were impious to suppose it. As 
therefore the conformity is not universal, we must 
have proof from the Word of God for each particular 
in which we believe it to exist. Our Saviour was 
the object of the Divine favour; yet he never had 
forgiveness of sins granted to him. It will be said he 
never needed it. But on Mr. Irving’s principle, we 
have in consequence no right to expect the boon; the 
nature loved in him was not a nature circumstanced 
like ours, and therefore we have no proof, no ground 
to hope, that God will pardon us. Our Saviour was 
immaculately holy; yet he never was regenerated. 
If it be inquired, why ? my answer is, he never needed 
the renewing of the Holy Ghost. If it be objected, 
‘ then we have no right to expect that blessing, and 
the nature which was glorified in him was not ene 
originally circumstanced like ours, therefore we have 
no proof, no ground to hope, that we shall attain the 
sinless purity of heaven,—the reply is prompt and 
satisfactory. We have as much warrant, from the 


150 


conformity between Christ and his people, to expect 
regeneration, as we have to expect pardon. He is 
alike the Pattern, the Author, and the Head of the > @ 
new creation. He assimilates believers to himself. 
In their measure, the Divine love he enjoys is the 
model of the favour they participate, and the holiness 
he possesses is the model of the purity they enjoy: 
But in order to his accomplishing this eouformity to 
himself in them, it is not necessary he should have 
been in one respect or other what they originally 
were, and have attained what he now is by the 
same process through which they must be brought to 
it. No! his grace, his power, his promise, are a suf- 
ficient guarantee that the assimilation shall finally 
be completed. When he had ended the formation of 
the world, he surveyed it and pronounced it “ very 
good,” while “ the morning-stars sang together, and 
all the sons of God shouted for joy.” When he bowed 
his head and died he exclaimed “ It is finished!” an- 
nouncing that the sacrifice of redemption was offered, 
the conquest of hell’s usurper won, the foundation of 
the sinner’s hepe and of his own kingdom laid, while 
devils confounded fled, heaven rang with acclama- 
tions, and the news. of merey spread wide as the 
world’s range. So the hour shall come when the 
Creator and Redeemer, in his high and mighty prero- 
gative as the great Regenerator of our fallen race, 
shall from his throne proclaim “ It is done!” and the 
grand purpose of salvation, in all its parts, proportions, 
and magnificence, shall stand visibly fulfilled, the 
wonder of the universe and the delight of the blessed 
God; while every creature that is in heaven and that 
is in earth, every holy being in every world, shall 
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take up and swell the sublime apocalyptic anthem, 
“« Blessing, and honour, and glory, and power, be 
unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the 
Lamb for ever and ever.” 

4. According to the Scriptures, atonement, re- 
conciliation, or redemption was accomplished 
by the Lord Jesus Christ himself in his own 
person for all his people; according to Mr. 
Irving it is the work of the Holy Ghost, and 
is wrought in each believer as truly as it was 
effected in the Redeemer. 

It can be hardly necessary that I should adduce 
texts of Holy Writ in proof of the former of these 
positions. Often have we read and heard, “ This is 
a faithful saying, and worthy of all acceptation, that 
Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners.” 
Often have we sung responsive, 


s¢ From heav’n on wings of love 
The great Deliverer came, 
And left his throne above 
To bear our sin and shame: 
No hand but his such work could do; 
No heart but his such love could show, 


Alone he took the field, 

Alone the battle fought 5 

With his own sword and shield, 

The mighty work he wrought ; 
The mighty work was all his own, 
And he shall ever wear the crown. 


Great Saviour of our race! 
How bright thy glories shine! 
Divine thy saving grace, 
Thine honours are divine. 
By all on earth and all in heaven 
To thee be endless praises given.” 


If evidence be demanded that atonement, reconcilia- 
tion, or redemption were completed by Christ himself 
in his own person once for all, so that it has never to 
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be repeated in himself or in any other person, f would 
confine myself within the ninth"and tenth chapters of 
the epistle to the Hebrews. ‘* Christ being come ar 
high priest of good things to come, by a greater and 
more perfect tabernacle, not made with hands, that is 
to say, not of this building; neither by the blood of 
goats and calves, but by his own bleod, he entered in 
“ once’ into the holy place, having obtained ¢ eternal 
redemption’ for us.” “ Christ is not entered inte 
the holy places made with hands, which are the 
figures of the true; but mto heaven itself, now to 
appear in the presence of God for us: ‘ nor yet that 
he should offer himself often’ as the high priest en- 
tereth into the holy place every year with blood of 
others; for then must he often have suffered since the 
foundation ef the world; but now ‘ ence’ im the end 
of the world hath he appeared, to put away sin by 
the sacrifice of himself. And as it is appointed unte 
men once to die, but after this the jadgment: so 
Christ was ‘ once offered’ to bear the sins of many ; 
and unto them that lock for him: shall he appear the 
second time, without sin, unto salvation.” “ By the 
which will we are sanctified, through the offer- 
ing of the body of Jesus Christ ‘once.’ And 
every priest standeth daily ministering, and offering 
aftentimes the same sacrifices, which ean never take 
away sins: but this man, after he kad offered ‘ one 
sacrifice’ for sins, for ever sat down on the right hand 
of God; from henceforth expecting till his enemies. 
be made his footstool. For by ‘ one offering’ he 
hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified: 
Whereof the Holy Ghost also is a witness for us: for 
alter that he had said before, This is the eovenant. 
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that I will make with them, after those days, saith 
the Lord; I will put my laws into their hearts, and 
in their minds will I write them; then he said, And 
their sins and iniquities will I remember no more. 
Now, where remission of these is, there is ‘ no more’ 
offering for sin.” Could statements be penned more 
explicitly declaring that the work of atonement, re- 
conciliation, or redemption was all accomplished by 
Christ himself through his one death upon the cross, 
and that it never has to be repeated in him or in any 
other beings whatsoever ? 

Let every reader judge for himself respecting the 
agreement or contradiction between these testimonies 
by the Holy Spirit, and the declarations of Mr. 
Irving. As introduced before, he affirms, that “ the 
“ work achieved by the Godhead, through the in- 
carnation of Christ, was neither more nor less than 
“ this, to bring the will of the creature, which had 
“ erred from the Divine will, back again to be har- 
‘“* monious with the Divine will, and there to fix it 
for ever. This is the redemption, this is the at- 
one-ment which was wrought in Christ, to redeem 
‘“‘ the will of a creature from the oppression of sin, 
“ and bring it to be at one with the will of the 
“« Creator.” If this be atonement, and the Holy 
Spirit teaches that the redemption effected in and by 
Christ is never to be repeated, we are pus beyond the 
reach of having such a work of mercy wrought in us.— 
Of the agent by whose power this reconciliation or 
atonement was accomplished, we are told, “ Through 
“ the power of the Holy Ghost, acting powerfully 
‘¢ and with effect, to the resisting, to the staying, to 
“ the overcoming of the evil propensity of the fallen 
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“ man, it is, that the fallen manhood of Christ is made 
“ mighty, and holy, and good, and every way fit to 


nw 


‘express the will of the Divinity. Be it known 
“unto these gainsayers—that in order te make that 
“ fallen creature harmonious with the Godhead of the 
“Son, and so to obtain one person, we must also 
‘‘ have in it the life of the Holy Ghost, overcoming 
“ the death of sin.” Observe also his statement on 
pp. 39—42. “ Ft now remaineth to examine, how the 
“ Holy Ghost bringeth the body inte this harmony 
‘‘ with God. This difficulty again must be met, and 
“not avoided. A sinful world, sinners such as 
“those around me, want to knuw how they are 
“to be reconciled, how their reconciliation hath 
‘been accomplished in Christ. ‘ We are in ear- 
‘nest, and we are not to be shuffled out of our 
“ salvation by any subterfuges : therefore tell us plain- 
“ly, how this great work was accomplished.’ By 
“ the grace of God. I will tell you. The Holy Ghost 
“took up. his residence im the soul of Christ; God 
‘‘ had given the world unto the devil, and the devil 
“ had his residence in the fallen world around. The 
“* flesh of Christ was the middle space* on which the 
“* powers of the world contended with the Holy Spi- 
“ rit dwelling in his soul. His flesh is the fit medium 
‘“‘ between the powers of darkness and the powers of 
“light. And why fit? Because it is linked unto all 
‘“‘ material things devil-possessed, while he is joined in 
“ closest, nearest union unto the soul, which in Christ 
““ was God-possessed, in the person of the Holy Ghost. 
‘“ His flesh is the fit. freld of contention, because 


* From other statements of our Author however, it appears that he does. 
not consicer the ‘ flesh’ as altogether neutzal. ground.. 


. 


a“ 


~~ 


nm 


155 


it is the same on which Satan hath triumphed ever 
since the Fall. Here then, in the flesh of Christ, 
‘is the great controversy waged.—And when at the 
“end of his ministry, he said ‘ The prince of this 
world cometh and hath nothing in me,’ he solemn- 
ly declareth that during the whole of the fiery con- 
flict which he had endured, and unto which he 
alone was conscious, Satan had never been able to 
make a Jodgment or gain a hold in his flesh; that 
though free to come in all his might, he had ever 
been repelled, as he was repelled in the wilderness; 
that his flesh thus oppressed, thus hideously oppres- 
sed, had never been able to sway his will, up- 
holden in its stedfastness by the Holy Ghost ; that 
the might of the Holy Ghost in his soul had 
been able to reconcile unto God the inveterate ob- 
stinacy and stubborn rebellion of flesh and blood ; 
that for once the law of the fiesh had not been 
able to drag down a soul into perdition ; that fer 
once a soul had been able to draw up the flesh into 
reconciliation with the will of God; that all his 
life long the will of the flesh had been suc- 
cessfully withstood by the will of the Spirit ; 
yea, that the will of the Spirit had enforced the 
flesh to do it willing service. Then indeed when 
the Spirit had taken hold of the body also,—when 
the Divine glory and holiness struck its beams 
through the bedy also; then when matter stood 
purified by the Spirit ;—it was demonstrated by the 
‘finger of God, that reconciliation was accomplished 
between the Creator and the creature. And thus 
do you behold in the resurrection, the reconcilia- 
“ tion or at-one-ment accomplished between God and 
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“man, in the person of the Lord Jesus Christ, 
“ through the union of the Gedhead to fallen huma- 
a 

Nothing can be farther from my intention than to 
disparage the work of the Holy Spirit. I believe that 
all knowledge, faith, and purity preduced in the soul of 
fallen man are the effeets of his operations. I beheve 
that his infiuenees are among the chief, or rather, 
equally with justification, are the ehief blessings 
which are derived through the sacrifice of Christ, 
which are the subject of covenant promise, which are 
to be sought in our prayers and suppheations, whiclr 
can be enjeyed by the Child of God. But the peint 
now at issue is, whether his work i bringimg our na- 
ture into conformity with the Divine will, be the 
atonement, reconciliation, er redemption, accemplish~ 
ed by Christ om earth? And to this, upon the 
warrant of statements going before, 1 unegnivoeally 
end confidently answer, No! because Ist. Though, 
according te Mr. Irving, it was wrought ix the Sa- 
vieur, it was not wreught by him; his manhood was - 
indeed the subject acted upon, but the Holy Ghost 
was the agent acting. 2nd. If this be atonement, it 
was not completed in Christ alone, but has to. be- 
equally wrought im every individual of mankind. 
ard. This view of the atonement renders the imcar- 
nation of the Son in order to effect it, altogether su- 
perfluous; it is a work which may be: fulfilled by 
“Holy Ghost power” in any ordinary man, and is 
completed in every believer. 4th. Should it be said. 
that the soul of Christ made use of this power to- 
bring about the harmony of his creature will with 
the. Divine,—so, according te our Author, does every 
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believer, and thus each person makes atonement in 
and for himself. 

5. According to the Scriptures, the atonement, 
reconciliation, or redemption aecomplished by 
the Lerd Jesus Christ for men, corresponded 
with the expiations of the Mosaie law, they 
being types and prefigurations ef that as the 
grand reality; according to Mr. Irving it was 
altogether diverse, having no analegy to them 
whatsoever. 

It is impossible to harmonize with the Divine wis- 
dom and goodness, the appointment of sucha splendid 
system of sacrificature as the Levitieal law presented, 
exeept on the supposition of an important typical de- 
sign. View it as exhibiting by symbols the mode in 
which merey was to be communicated from the Deity 
to our transgressing race, and it appears rational. 
Centemplated apart from that reference, it is itself un- 
meaning, and the imposition of it unaccountable. 
¥rom the epistle to the Hebrews we learn that it was 
“a shadew ef good things to come.” Its sanctuary, 
called the most holy place, symbolized the presence 
of Ged in heaven. The high priesthood symbolized 
the mediation of Christ with Jehovah in behalf of his 
people. The entrance of Aaron and his successors into 
the holy of holies once in the year, symbolized the 
ascension of our Lord inte heaven, and his appear- 
ance there on our account. And the sacrifices offered 
year by year continually, symbolized the oblation of 
Immanuel for the redemption of mankind. The words 
‘atonement’ and ‘reconciliation,’ frequently occur in the 
Pentateuch to express the result of these typical of- 
ferings, and we may ascertain with precision and con- 
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fidence their meaning as connected with the work of 
Christ in the flesh, by observing their signification in 
their original reference. On this I observe, 

First, that atonement by sacrifice in the Mosaic 
law regarded the legal state of the person or thing re- 
conciled, not their dispositions and morai conduct. 
For example: it is directed in Leviticus iv. 22-26, 
** When a ruler hath sinned, and done somewhat 
through ignorance against any of the commandments 
ef the Lord his God, concerning things which should 
not be done, and is guilty: or if his sin, wherein he 
hathsinned, come to his knowledge; he shall bring 
his offering, a kid of the goats, a male without ble- 
mish; and he shall lay his hand upon the head of the 
goat, and kill it in the place where they kill the burnt- 
offering before the Lord: it is a sin-offering. And 
the priest shall take of the blood of the sim-offering 
with his fmger, and put it upon the horns of the altar 
of burnt offering, and shall pour out bis blood at the 
bottom of the altar of burnt-offering. And he shall 
burn all his fat wpon the altar, as the fat of the sacri- 
fice of peace-offerings; and the priest shall make an 
ATONEMENT for his sin,.and it shall be forgiven him.” 
The reader will remark, that the oceasion of the atone- 
ment being made was the ruler having become guilty 
in the eye of the law, by doing something contrary te 
its commands. The result of the atonement was his 
sin being forgiven him, whereby he ceased to be ob- 
noxious to the penalty awarded to transgression. The 
priest making the atonement did not profess to pro- 
duce any change in the dispositions either ef the vic- 
_tim slain, or of the person in whose behalf it was 
presented. In the xvi. chapter of the same book, we 
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have an account of the most solemn ceremonial of 
the whole ritual—the great annual expiation, when 
atonemefit was made for the cengregation im general. 
The whole chapter deserves the most careful perusal! 
as it is referred to in Hebrews ix. as peculiarly typical 
of the work of Christ. I now quote from it only 
verses 15-19. “ Then shall he kill the goat of the 
sin-offering that is tor the people, and bring his blood 
within the veil, and do with that blood as he did with 
the blood of the bullock, and sprinkle it upon the 
mercy-seat and before the mercy-seat. And he shall 
make an ATONEMENT for the holy place, because of 
the uncleanness of the children of Israel, and because 
of their transgressions in al] their sins; and so shal} 
he do for the tabernacle of the congregation which. 
remaineth among them in the midst of their unclean- 
ness. And there shal! be no man in the tabernacle 
of the congregation when he goeth in to make an 
ATONEMENT in the holy place, until he come out and 
have made an ATONEMENT fer himself, and for his 
household, and for all the congregation of Israel. And 
he shall go out unto the altar that is before the Lord, 
and make an ATONEMENT for it; and shall take of the 
blood of the bullock, and ef the blood of the goat, 
and put it on the horns of the altar round about. 
And he shall sprinkle of the blood upen it with his. 
finger seven times, and cleanse it, and hallow it from 
the uncleanness of the children of Israel.” In the 
verse following, this is called “ RECONCILING the holy 
place, and the tabernacle of the congregation.” See 
also, verses 30-34. It is from the whole manifest, 
that the purification by which atonement was com- 
pleted, was a cleansing the persons and things, not 
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from moral defilement inherent in them, but from 
reputed legal uncleanness contracted by them. The — 
impurity thus removed was symbolically placed upon 
the head of the second goat, who bore it away into 
the wilderness. These institutions of atonement serve 
to throw great light upon the statements regarding 
reconciliation before introduced from 2 Cor. v. 19, 21. 
I shall only further observe, 

_ Secondly, that according to the Levitical law, atone- 
ment was made by the vicarious sacrifice of life, not 
by a moral work of the Holy Spirit wrought in the 
person reconciled. ‘The eating of blood was strictly 
forbidden among the Israelites, because by it atone- 
ment was to be made. “ Whatsoever man there be 
of the house of Israel, or of the strangers that sojourn 
among you, that eateth any manner of blood; I will 
even set my face against that soul that eateth blood, 
and will cut him off from among his people. For the 
life of the flesh is in the blood; and I have given it to 
you upon the altar, to make an ATONEMENT for your 
souls for it is the blood that maketh aroNEMENT 
for the soul.” Lev. xvii. 10, 11. In allusion to this 
we read in Heb. ix. 22; ‘ Almost all things are by 
the law purged with blood; and without shedding of 
blood there is no remission.” It may be objected that 
in Leviticus v. 11-13, direction is given for atone- 
ment to be made in order to forgiveness without blood 
being shed; but it was only in a case of such extreme 
poverty that even two turtle doves, or two young 
pigeons, could not be provided; it was an instance in 
which the typical law had from necessity to be diverse 
from the antitypical. The reason of blood being re- 
guired to be shed in order to atonement and forgive- 
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ness, appears to have been that life was forfeited by 
transgression. According to the tenor of the law, 
obedience secured life, disobedience entailed death ; 
as we read, “the man that doeth these things shall 
live by them,” “ the soul that sinneth it shall die,” 
‘‘ the wages of sin is death.” 

The vicarious nature of the atonement to be thus 
made, was distinctly and impressively displayed in the 
person fur whom it was presented laying his hand 
upon the head of the victim, thus solemnly recog- 
nizing it as his substitute, and declaring that it was _ 
slain instead of himself, and for his sin. Is there any 
thing answerable to this in Mr. Irving’s theory? Ra- 
ther, is not this precisely what he ridicules as a “ legal 
or theological fiction,” and as making the Deity to 
appear “ a God of make-believes” ? 


I have already protracted this section to an extent 
warranted only by the importance of the subjects it 
regards ; yet I cannot proceed without expressing my 
doubts as to our Author's belief in the PRizstHoop 
oF Curist. ¢ Our law doth not judge any man be- 
fore it hear him,’ and as he has not explained his belief 
on this point, we must not presume to criticize his 
opinions. He represents the Redeemer as a Pattern 
of the work accomplished in believers by “ Holy 
Ghost power’—as a Conqueror of the world, the 
flesh, and the devil—as a King enthroned on high— 
and he also ealls oer Lord a Priest, as every 
one must do who would give him all the titles 
by which he is designated im the Sacred Writings. I 
strongly suspect, however, that Mr. Irving does not 
(and I am sure that consistently with his views he 
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cannot) include under that name what inspiration as- 
cribes to our Saviour as sacerdotal acts. 


SECTION IY. 


Mr. Irving’s views regarding JUSTIFICATION BY 
FAITH. 

My suspicions in regard to his erthodoxy upon 
this point (which Luther rightly termed articulus 
stantis vel eadentis ecclesie,) were excited by the 
following statement respecting regenerated persons on 
page 15, in the course of his reasonings upon Romans 
vill, 3. ‘ Wherefore, not by any power in the law 
“to produce righteousness, but by the power which 
“ Christ in flesh of sin put forth to condemn sin in 
* the flesh, we are enabled to fulfil the righteousness 
“of the law ; and, what is far higher, the righteous- 
ness of faith, which is not according to the law of 
“ carnal commandments, but according to the law of 
‘ the Spirit of life, even the royal law of liberty, even. 
“the new commandment of love.” It is to be re-" 
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marked, Ist. that according to this statement, God’s 
‘condemning sin in the flesh,’ is, not our Saviour 
in his sinless body bearing the judicial infliction of the 
law due to guilt we had contracted, but his overcom- 
ing and annihilating propensities to sin in his own 
person. 2nd. He achieved the victory, we are else- 
where told, by ‘* Holy Ghost power ;” and it is here 
declared that “‘ by the power which Christ in flesh of 
sin put forth to condemn sin in the flesh, we are en- 
abled to fulfil the righteousness of the law.” 3rd. 
This work of conformity to the will of God accom- 
plished in each believer is called, by the writer, “ the 
righteousness of faith,” showing that he understands 
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that New Testament phrase to signify, the holiness or 
love produced in Christians, not the obedience unte 
death of the Lord Jesus Christ himself, further than 
‘ like resembles like,” and what he accomplished was 
the model of what is effected in each individual among 
all the myriads of his people. 4th. It hence follows, 
that each saved man has in himse/f that on which he 
stands judicially accepted before God—that for the 
righteousness wherewith he is to meet the demands of 
law and justice when summoned before Jehovah's 
judgment-seat, he is not to look beyond the confines 
of his own being—that, so far as his standing or fall- 
ing in the great day of reckoning is concerned, he 
must not refer to the work finished by our Saviour 
upon earth, excepting as the model of a work whichis 
to be wrought in himself, as the proof that such a 
work may be wrought, and as the pledge that, if 
wrought, it would be accepted.* 


These suspicions and conclusions were confirmed 
, 


* On pp. 103—106, our Author replies to the question, ** How do the suf- 
ferings of Christ procure our salvation ?”? His answer is two-fold. ‘* The 
‘© awful manifestation given in Christ of God’s fixed love, and of the crea- 
*€ ture’s fixed faith upon God’s unchangeable love, is te basis—of alk 
“ righteousness whatever.— What is the end and meaning of Christ’s coming 
*¢ into all the sinless conditions of sinful man, and having laid upon him all 
*. the sins of all sinful men, save to, exhibit and manifest God’s love, un- 
** changeable and unchanged, by all these fatal consequences of the Fall. 
‘¢ This is one part of the answer to the question, How do the. sufferings of 
‘¢ Christ procure our salvation? They give us in God’s love the object of 
“ faith.—But, as hath been said, this is only half the answer to the question, 
“© How do the sufferings of Christ procure our salvation? For we want nos 
* only the disclosure of the object of faith, but we also want the proof that 
*© faith can take hold, and Keep hold of it, despite of the devil and his angels ; 
*s and this the faith, not of a faultless man, but of an infirm and sinful man,, 
** such as. aJlmen are. And thus it is that the sufferings of Christ procure 
‘6 me salvation, by giving me an object of faith in God’s love, in all extremi- 
* ties, and under all conditions; and by giving me the proof, that a person 
*¢ into my conditions brought, and in my conditions subsisting, may through 
“* faith be brought out victorious in every conflict.’* On page 111, he declares 
Christ to have been * the Great Prototype of redeeméd manhood, living and 
‘© acting holiness in flesh in spite of the mortality and corruption which weze 
‘* its proper nature.’’ 
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by our Author’s views upon the atonement, which 
exclude the idea of vicarious suffering by our Saviour, 
and represent that the agonies he endured and the 
death he died were the results of sin inherent in his 
manhood, and which, however it may be protested 
against, I must call Azs own sinfulness. If it be “a 
legal or theological fiction,” and “ making God a God 
of make-believes” to suppose that it was by a transfer 
of our guilt to Christ through imputation, and not by 
participation or resemblance, that he came under the 
curse he bore—it must be equally “ a legal or theo- 
logical fiction” and “ making God a God of make- 
believes” to suppose that it is by a transfer of his 
righteousness to us through imputation, and not by 
participation or resemblance, that we become posses- 
sors of the divine favour. 

But our Author has distinctly affirmed that the 
holiness wrought in believers is the righteousness 
whereby they are justified. p. 134, “ The whole 
world are brought in sinners. Not a man of them 
“ can stand his ground, or give account unto God for 
“ one of a thousand of his transgressions; as it is 
“ written, ‘In thy sight shall no man living be justi- 
“ fied,’ and yet God is ever crying out for holiness, 
“as on the first day that man was created; and he 
“ Jets down a law of holiness, which, though accom- 
modated to a fallen creature, makes no abatement 
on that account; of which law love is the beginning 
“and the ending: yea, and before the law is it not 
written, that the message which men have had 
from the beginning is, that we should love one an- 
other? because that God is love, in whose image 
man was at first created; and this answerableness 
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» 5 
to himself God exacteth now as ever. He hath 
not changed, though the creatures have. And how 


then is this to be given, when all things in creation 


are at war and strife with one another? By faith. 
Abraham believed, and it was counted to him for 
righteousness: that is, by trust in another than 
ourselves; into whom we must be brought, in 
order to have righteousness. And who is this? 
That seed in whom Abraham believed; that seed 
promised to the woman. Faith uniting to Christ 
as he is united to God; this worketh love and holi- 
ness. The Spirit, in uniting us to Christ, gets us 
that holiness in him, which, flowing into us as the 
blood of the mother into the child, as the sap of 
the tree into the branches, doth make thein holy 
and righteous, prolific of all good fruit, possessed 
of a life which ever beats in harmony with God. 
This is the only method of holiness under the Fall; 
holiness in Christ’s body; and out of it holiness 
there is none.” 

There is no more effectual way of disseminating 


error than by clothing it in the phraseology of truth. 


Persons are taken at unawares; they imagine it is a 


well-known and valued friend standing before them, 


and without suspicion promptly and cordially embrace 


it, until to their sad experience afterwards they find, 


by a deep if not fatal wound inflicted, that it was a 


deadly foe who had assumed the attire ordinarily 


worn by the object of their love and-confidence. Our 


Lord foreknew that such efforts would be made 


against his gospel, and accordingly forewarned his 


followers, “‘ Beware of false prophets, which come 


to you in sheep’s clothing, but inwardly they are 


¢ 
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ravening wolves.” And truly it appears that in the 
present day our great enemy, having tried other me- 
thods against the truth in vain, is making a deter- 
mined effort, by this last artifice his cunning can 
adopt, before he yields the palm. Undissembling 
honesty of dealing is, under the power of God, all 
that his truth requires to ensure its triumph. 
The inspired ministers of Christ spurned the re- 
motest approximation towards “ fleshly wisdom,” 
“‘ walking in craftiness, or handling the Word of God 
deceitfully.” ‘* The sleight of men and cunning 
craftiness” were methods adopted by the enemies of 
the truth, labouring to overthrow it. I by no means 
impute them to Mr. Irving. What sometimes on his 
pages appears like an endeavour so to represent erro- 
neous opinions, as that their heterodoxy shall not be 
perceived without close inspection, proceeds doubt- 
less, not from a wish to disguise and deceive, but 
from an anxiety that his peculiar views should har- 
monize with the recognised creed of the communion in 
which he officiates. It is to be recollected also that 
his style is peculiar, more or less of obscurity being 
one of its essential properties. Besides which, having 
been accustomed for a series of years to the technical 
language of the evangelical system, it is natural that 
much of it should still find its way into his preaching 
and writing, even when stating opinions the antipodes 
of those with which it is associated in the common 
parlance of Christians. On this account I cannot but 
regard his work as fraught with danger to the interests 
of scriptural piety. In the sentences last quoted, he 
has expressed himself with more distinctness than is, 
usual ; yet I have no doubt many persons have read 
them in course, without perceiving any thing pecu- 
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liarly objectionable. If so, I can only record a regret 
that ‘ their senses have not been better exercised to 
discern between good and evil.’ Seldom have state- 
ments appeared more opposed to the doctrine of Holy 
Writ. Let us look at them again. 

The matter under discussion is justification. The 
writer declares correctly that “the whole world 
are brought in sinners,” that “ not a man of them can 
stand his ground, or give account unto God for one 
of a thousand of his transgressions ; as it is written, 
‘In thy sight shall no man living be justified’;” that 
“ yet God is ever crying out for holiness, as on the 
first day that man was created.” So far there can be 
no controversy. But the question immediately occurs, 
wherein consists the righteousness with which sinning 
man is to meet the demands of God’s law and justice, 
that he may be accepted at his tribunal? “ Truth 
here is the radiating point of truth, and error here 
the radiating point of error.” Mr. Irving replies, “he 
lets down a law of holiness, which, though accommo- 
dated to a fallen creature, makes no abatement on 
that account, &c. This answerableness to himself 
God exacteth now as ever. And how then is this to 
be given ? By faith.” So far good. “ Abraham be- 
lieved, and it was counted to him for righteousness: 
that is, by trust in another than ourselves ; into whom 
we must be brought in order to have righteousness. 
And who is this? That seed in whom Abraham be- 
lieved ; that seed promised to the woman.” So much 
further consonant with truth, and every man making 
pretence to belief in Scripture must say the same. 
The truth of what is declared in inspired phraseo- 
logy cannot be denied. The proudest self-righteous 
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formalist who looks with contemptuous scorn upon 
justification by free grace without merit in the sinner 
justified, if he regards the Bible as the Word of God, 
will say that we are justified “ by trust in another 
than ourselves,” even in Christ the promised seed ; 
and, if required, will explain, that the faith of Christ’s 
Divine mission, leads us to imitate his example, and 
that we thus acquire in ourselves a holiness with 
which we can face Jehovah in the hour of final retri- 
bution. Mark, reader, mark the explanation Mr. Ir- 
ving gives. I insert the whole in italics, for each word 
deserves attention. “ Faith uniting to Christ as he 
is united to God; this worketh love and holiness. 
The Spirit, in uniting us to Christ, gets us that holi- 
ness in him, which flowing into us as the blood of 
the mother into the child, as the sap of the tree into 
the branches, doth make them holy and righteous, 
prolific of all good fruit, possessed of a life which 
ever beats in harmony with God. This is the only 
method of holiness under the Fall ; holiness in Christ's 
body ; and out of it holiness there is none.” ‘The 
righteousness, therefore, with which a sinner is to 
roeet God in judgment, and according to which he 
stands or falls, is the love and holiness wrought in 
himself. Here is an utter exclusion of what Christ 
did and suffered, when on earth he magnified the law 
and made it honourable, from being any part of that 
which answers God’s demands of holiness in order to 
our justification. We have no right to expect any 
advantage from it. We must place no dependence 
upon it as at all available for our benefit. Zhat is 
not the basis whereon to found our hope for immor- 
tality. No! Instead of locking to the cross for com- 
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fort as the grand expiatory sacrifice, all-sufficient 
when trusted to purify from deepest stains of guilt, 
and which Jehovah has éet forth as our stay of con- 
fidence for acceptance at his bar. We must look 
within ourselves ; and only as we find wrought in us 
a holiness answering to the requirements of the Di- 
vine law, can we expect the Divine favour. . 

Hew far Mr. Irving’s doctrine corresponds with 
the following note by the Rhemish commentators, on 
Rom. il. 22, it requires no effort of mine to trace. 
‘* Beware of the wicked and vain commentary of the 
Calvinists, glossing, the justice,” or righteousness “ of 
God to be that which is resident in Christ, appre- 
hended by our faith, and so that imputed to us which 
indeed we have not. Wherein at once they have 
forged themselves against God’s manifest word, a new 
justice, a phantastical apprehension of that which is 
not, a false faith and untrue imputation; whereas the 
justice of God here, is that wherewith he endueth a 
man at his first conversion, and is now in a man, and 
therefore man’s justice; but yet Ged’s justice also, 
because it is of God.’ Had Mr. Irving been present 
in the sixth session of the Tridentine council, it is not 
difficult to determine how he would have voted on the 
following propositions. Justification “is not only 
the remission of sins, but also the sanctification, and 
renovation of the inner man, by the voluntary recep- 
tion of grace and gifts. Whence a man from being 
unjust is made just, and from an enemy is made a 
friend, that he may become an heir according to the 
hope of everlasting life. Of this justification the final 
eause, indeed, is the glory of God and Christ, and 
life eternal; the efficient cause, the merciful God, 
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who gratuitously washes and sanctifies, sealing and 
and anointing with the Holy Spirit of promise, who is 
the earnest of our inheritance; and the meritorious 
cause, his most beloved and only-begotten Son, our 
Lord Jesus Christ, who, when we were enemies, on 
account of the great love wherewith he loved us, by 
his own most holy passion on the cross, merited jus~ 
tification and satisfied God the Father for us. The 
instrumental cause is. the Sacrament of Baptism,* 
which is the sacrament of faith, without which justi- 
fication occurs to no one. Finally, the only formal 
cause is the justice of God; not that by which he is 
himself just but by which he makes us just, namely 
that which being given by him, we are renewed in the 
spirit of our mind, and not only are reputed, but are 
called and truly are just, receiving justice in ourselves 
every one according to bis measure, which the Holy 
Spirit divides to each as he will and according to his — 
own disposition and co operation ;” Ch, vii. “ If any 
shall say that men are justified either only by the im- 
putation of Christ’s righteousness, or only by the re- 
mission of sins, grace and love which are shed abroad 
in their hearts by the Holy Spirit, and inhere in them, 
being excluded; or also that the grace by which we 
are justified is the favour of Ged only; let him ke 
accursed ;’ Can. xi. That our Author is. no stranger 
to writers of the Roman Catholic Church, we are 
aware from his translating and:publishing the work of 
Ben Ezra, the Spanish Jesuit, on the Coming of the 
Messiah. His views on the sinfulness of our Sa- 
viour's manhood, are in substance those condemned hy 
the Church of Scotland, as held by Bourignon, a 


x Mr. Irving’s views on Baptism will be noticed under Section VII. 
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Roman Catholic enthusiast in Flanders. And cer- 
tainly his doctrine of justification precisely accords 
with that taught by the Rhemish commentators, and 
by the fathers assembled at Trent to oppose and sup- 
press, had it been in their power, the religion of the 
Reformers. —~ 

I have no dispute with the Church of Rome that, 
when a man is justified, ‘he is grafted into Christ 
and derives from him faith, hope, and charity ; nor 
have I any dispute with Mr. Irving that ¢ the soul 
anited to Christ derives holiness from him, which 
makes it holy and righteous, prolific of all good fruit, 
and possessed of a life which ever beats in harmony 
with God’ My controversy with both is, as to that 
inherent justice being the righteousness, whereby we 
are to meet God’s requirements of holiness in order 
to acceptance with him. 

Much as our Author opposes the idea of imputing 
that to a being which is not in him, and treating him 
accordingly in the dealings of the Divine government, 
he has, perhaps inadvertently, affirmed it more than 
once in the course of his work. On page 105, we 
read, “the Son of God, by coming into the condi- 
““tions of very sinful man, partly by taking part of 
«sinful flesh, and partly by having guilt of sin im- 
““ puted to him, did, under that ocean load, act faith 
“upon the unchanged love and power of God,” &c. 
Our Lord, therefore, became liable tv suffering, 
‘ partly by having guilt of sin imputed to him. What 
does he mean by this expression ? What can he mean 
by it, consistently with his vehement outcries on pp. 
116, 117, against substitution by imputation? Or will 
he for the sake of consistency here, involve himself 
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m endless labyrinths of contradiction elsewhere, by 
saying that the spotless Lamb of God really was a 
guilty person? Again; “ We die not for any sin of 
our own, but for Adam’s sin; else why do children 
die?” p. 95; and on pp. 85 and 86, he represents the 
design of the miraculous conception to have been, that 
Christ might avoid the imputation of Adam’s guilt 
which comes on all whe are born in the usual course 
of nature. Now I ask, is not this imputing to ano- 
ther that which is not inherent in himself? have all 
children dying in infancy, or any adults of our race, 
committed the sin which Adam committed, and under 
the curse of which they fall? 

But our Author’s testimony would be a fragile 
ground indeed on which to rest our argument in vin- 
dicating the gospel of God. If we refer to the fifth 
chapter of the epistle to the Romans, we shall find 
what is more stable. ‘ As by the offence of one,” 
rather, by one offenee, “judgment came upon all men 
to condemnation ; even so by the righteousness of 
one, rather, by one righteousness, “ the free gift came 
upon all men into justification of life. For as by one 
man’s disobedience many were made sinners; so by 
the obedience of one shall many be made righteous;” 
verses 18, 19. The Rhemish commentators, with be- 
coming prudence for the safety of their doctrine, pass 
over this inspired parallel between Adam and Christ 
without a single remark, and no doubt others, agree- 
ing with them in sentiment, would be disposed to 
observe a corresponding silence. Upon it I observe 
Ist. That the discourse of the apostle regards judicial 
matters. It is true that all men derive inherent sin- 
fulness by their descent from Adam, and that all be- 
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lievers derive inherent rectitude by their union with 
Christ. But these subjects were foreign to the wri- 
ter’s present purpose, which was, to follow up the 
argument contained in the foregoing chapters, show- 
ing how man as guilty is to find favour with God his 
governor and judge. This is evident from the terms 
employed ; the effect of Adam’s sin upon his poste- 
rity is called “condemnation,” not depravity; the 
effect of Christ’s obedience is called “ justification, ’ 
not holiness. It is also manifest from the objection 
anticipated in the commencement of the ensuing chap- 
ter, which can apply only to the doctrine of sinners 
being accepted of God without reference to any thing 
personally good in them. 2nd. There is throughout 
the context an implied analogy, between the way in 
which the guilt that entails condemnation affects man- 
kind from Adam, and the way in which the righte- 
ousness that secures justification affects believers from 
Christ. The former, according to Mr. Irving, as 
above quoted, is by imputation, without act; so also 
must be the latter. 3rd. The sacred Writer declares 
the sin committed by Adam, in his own person, to be 
that which brings the condemning sentence of God 
upon his posterity, irrespective of sin existing in them 
or done by them. He also declares in like manner 
the righteousness perfected by Christ, in his own per- 
son, to be that which brings the justifying sentence of 
God upon believers, irrespective of holiness existing 
in them er done by them. “ Through the offence of 
ONE, many be dead ;”  “ By onrE man’s offence,” or, 
by ONE offence, “ death reigned by onE, much more 
they which receive abundance of grace shall reign 
in life by onr, Jesus Christ. For as by the offence 
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of ong,” or, by, ONE offence, “Judgment came upor 
all men to condemnation: even so by the righteous- 
ness of ONE,” or, by ONE righteousness, ‘the free 
gift came upon all men to justification: of life;” ‘ For 
as by ONE: MAN'S DISOBEDIENCE many were made 
sinners; so by the OBEDIENCE of ONE. shal; many 
be made righteous.” I hesitate not. \to say. that, ex- 
pressions could not be framed, more distinetly affirm- 
ing that the sin committed by Adam, in his,own per- 
son, was the ground on which all his posterity..were 
condemned; and that the righteousness, perfected 
by Christ im his own person, is the ground» upon 
which believers are justified. 

If, as Mr. Irving supposes, we «are. accepted 
before God by a conformity to the Divine law 
wrought in ourselves, how shall we aecount for the 
utter exclusion of works of law, as the ground of 
justification, which occurs in such texts as these ? 
Romans iii. 20; “ By the deeds of the law. there 
shall no flesh be justified in his sight.” iv..6—8 ; 
*“* David also deseribeth the blessedness of the man te 
whom God imputeth righteousness without works, 
saying, Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, 
and whose sins are covered; blessed is the man to 
whom the Lord will not ‘impute sin.” Galatians iii: 
10; “ As many as are of the works of ‘the law are 
under the curse; for it is written; Cursed is every 
one that continueth net in all things which are writ- 
ten in the book of the law to do them.” If, as Mr. 
Irving supposes, faith justifies by working in us that 
love and holiness which are conformity to the law, 
so providing a righteousness for the sake of which 
favour is bestowed by God, how is ié that faith and 
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works of law, are contrasted as incompatible with each 
other as the means of our justification ?, Romans i. 
28; ‘* Therefore we conclude that a man is justified 
by faith, without the deeds of the law.” iv. l—5; 
‘‘ What shall we say then that Abraham, our father as 
pertaining to the flesh, hath found ? For if Abraham 
were justified by works, he hath whereof to glory, 
but not before God. For what saith the Scripture? 
‘Abraham believed God, and it was counted to him 
for righteousness. Now to him that worketh is the 
reward not reckoned of grace, but of debt. But to 
him that worketh not, but believeth on him that jus- 
tifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted fer righteous- 
ness.” Galatians iii. 5—9, 11, 12 3 4‘ He therefore that 
ministereth to you the Spirit and worketh miracles 
among you, doeth he it by the works of the law, or by 
the hearing of faith? Even as Abraham believed God, 
and it was accounted to him for righteousness. Know 
ye therefore that they which are of faith the same 
are the children of Abraham, And the Scripture fore- 
seeing that God would justify the heathen. through 
faith, preached before the gospel unto Abraham, say- 
ing, In thee shall all nations be blessed. So then they 
which be of faith are blessed with faithful Abraham. 
But that no man is justified by the law in the sight 
of God, it is evident; for, the just shall live by faith. 
And the law is not. of faith, but, The man that doeth 
them shall live in them.” If, as Mr. lrving supposes, re- 
semblance to Christ possessed in our own character, is 
that whereby we are to meet God’s demands of righ- 
teousness in order to justification, how can we explain 
et that we are so constantly directed from any thing in 
us, to Christ himself and the work done by him, as 
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that which alone can justify and save? Isaiah xxviii. 
16, “ Thus saith the Lord God, Behold, J tay in Zion 
for a foundation a stone, a tried stone, a precious 
corner-stone, a sure. foundation; le that believetl: 
shall not make haste.” xlv. 25, “In the Lorp shall 
all the seed of Israe? be justified and shall glory.” 
Acts xifi. 38, 39, ‘* Be it known unto yor therefore, 
men and brethren, that through this man is preached 
anto you the forgiveness of sins: and by him all that 
believe are justified from all things from which ye 
could not be justified by the law of Moses.” Romans 
x. 3—5, “ For they being ignorant of Ged’s righteous- 
ness, and going about to establish their own righteous- 
ness, have not submitted themselves to the righteous- 
ness of God. For Christ is the end of the law for 
righteousness to every one that believeth. For Moses 
describeth the righteousness which is of the law, 
That the man whieh doeth those things shall live by 
them.” Galatians it. 16, 17, “ Knowing that a man 
is not justified by the works of the law, but by the 
faith of Jesus Christ, even we have believed in Jesus 
Christ, that we might be justified by ,the faith of 
Christ, and not by the works of the law: for by the 
works of the law shall no flesh be justified. But if, 
while we seek to be justified by Christ, we ourselves 
also are found sinners, is therefore Christ the minis- 
ter of sim? God forbid.” Philippians iit 8, 9, “ Yea 
doubtless, and I count all things but loss for the ex- 
eellency of the knewledge of Christ Jesus my Lord; 
for whom I have suffered the loss of all things, and 
do count them but dung, that I may win Christ, and 
be found in him, not having mine ewn righteousness 
which is of the law, but that which is through the 
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faith of Christ, the righteousness which is of God by 
faith.” If, as Mr. Irving supposes, it is by the holi- 
ness of ourselves derived by union to Christ, and not 
by the righteousness which Christ perfected in his 
own person, that we are justified, with what proprie- 
ty is tt that the legal terms “ accounted” and “im- 
puted” are constantly employed to signify the mode 
in which it is acquired, rather than words which im- 
ply “communication?” If, as Mr. Irving supposes, 
we are to stand justified with God by that personal and 
inherent sanctity which is commenced in us by regene- 
ration, what, upon his scheme, answers the claims of 
the Divine law and government on account of the 
guilt accumulated previously to that work commen- 
cing? Present conformity to law can only fulfil pre- 
sent obligation, and secure present standing ; there 
can be in it no supererogatory-desert to weigh against 
past offences. And in this particular I must be per- 
mitted to say that the Roman Catholic doctrine upon 
_ justification, to which our Author's so closely approxi- 
mates, is far more complete and consistent than his 
own, for according to that the vicarious sufferings 
and death of the Son of God are applied to cancel 
all guilt contracted before regeneration, although af- 
terwards continuance in the Divine favour depends 
upon righteousness wrought in the man himself, 

It will perhaps be expected that I should notice 
particularly the justification of Abraham, a subject 
so frequently introduced in the New Testament. 
The original record of it in Genesis, xv. 6, is concise. 
‘“ Abraham believed in the Lorn, and he counted it 
to him for righteousness.” Some have supposed, that 
God accepted the patriarch’s belief instead of obedi- 

19 


178 


ence, the imperfect for the perfect. To this there 
are two insuperable objections: the one, that the 
Apostle Paul represents Abraham’s justification as 
atterly excluding works in him;. the other, that, 
although our English word ‘for,’ is often used. to 
convey the idea of substitution, the reading of the 
Hebrew, introduced and argued upon in the New 
Testament, will not allow of that) construction, the 
yadical idea of the werd so trauslated-being a final 
cause, or the end in which a thing terminates. If it 
be said, that “ Abraham’s faith terminated in good 
works,” I answer, most assuredly it did; had that, 
however, been the sentiment intended, we should not 
read as we do, God counted or imputed it to him for 
righteousness, but, God communicated, ov imparted it 
to him for righteousness.. The idea is plainly that of 
a judicial vrocess, not a moral operation. | Further, 
it appears to me, that the term “righteousness,” in 
the statement, refers to justification itself, not the 
means by which it is attamed; an opinion suggested 
by the use of the passage in the New Testament. I 
may, perhaps, premise also, that the expression, 
‘‘ Abraham believed in the Lorn,” though, as we 
shall see, it primarily regards the revelations of the 
Divine will which immediately precede it in the nar- 
rative, is not to be confined to them, but regards all 
that God made known to him. My impression, as to 
the faith of Abraham here mentioned, being the ge- 
neral principle of his belief in the Divine testimony 
as a whole, is occasioned by the use made of the ex- 
pression in James ii. 20—23, where the patriarch’s 
offering his son, is adduced as an effect or proof of 
the faith intended when it is said, “ Abraham believed 
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in the Lorp and he counted it to bim for righteous- 
ness.” Certainly if we look at the revelation to 
which that statement is appended in the history, we 
shall discover in it nothing of the sacrifice of Isaac. 
That was a direction not given until years subse- 
quently. Therefore, the faith which that transaction 
illustrated, was not a particular act, but the general 
principle of belief in what God testified. 

These observations being made, it is not difficult 
to explain how Abraham’s faith availed to his justifi- 
cation. The covenant or testimony which his faith 
regarded, revealed SALVATION BY THE MeEssiAH— 
the very same doctrine as is now fully set forth in 
the Christian Scriptures. As it is written in the 
epistle to the Galatians iii. 8, 17; ‘ The Scripture 
foreseeing that God would justify the heathen through 
faith, preached before the gospel unto Abraham, say- 
ing, In thee shall all nations be blessed. And this I 
say, that the covenant that was confirmed before of 
God in Christ, the law, which was four hundred and 
thirty) years after, cannot disannul, that it should 
make the promise of none effect.” | Indeed the whole 
of that context shows that the covenant made with 
Abraham was the great testimony of redemption, 
which continues in force as the immutable charter of 
Jehovah’s mercy to our guilty race throughout all 
ages; that instead of its being, like the Mosaic law, 
superseded by the Evangelical economy, Christianity 
is but an enlarged and more explicit exhibition of it, 
and that under it believing Gentiles, equally with 
believing Jews, mherit the privileges of grace and the 
hopes of glory. Hence, in the epistle to the 
Hebrews vi. 13-—18, God's promise and oath 
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to Abraham are introduced to afford “ strong conso~ 
lation” to us, as giving assurance tlrat his counsel of 
mercy concerning our salvation is immutable. Con- 
sequently, Abrahain’s faith in God's covenant was im- 
puted to him for justification, im the same way that 
our faith in the gospel testimony is imputed to us for 
the same end, as we read in Romans iv. 23, 24; 
“ Now it was not written for his sake alone, that it was 
imputed to him; but for us also, to whom it shall be 
imputed, if we believe on him that raised up Jesus 
our Lord from the dead.” 

To descend from what is general to what is parti~ 
cular. I have said that the statement “ Abraham be- 
lieved God and it was counted to him for righteous- 
ness, does not refer to those Divine revelations only 
with which it is immediately connected in the sacred 
history. That it does regard them, however, is obvious: 
from the verses preceding those just quoted from 
Romans iv.; “ Therefore it is of faith, that it might be 
by grace, to the end the promise might be sure to alk 
the seed: not to that only which is of the law, but to 
that also which is of the faith of Abraham, who is the 
father of us all, (as it is written, 1 have made thee a 
father of many nations,) before him whom he be- 
heved, even God, who quickeneth the dead, and calleth 
those things which be not as though they were: whe 
against hope believed in hope, that he might become 
the father of many nations; according to that which 
was spoken, so shall thy seed be. And being not weak 
in faith, he considered not his own body now dead, 
when he was an hundred years old, neither yet the 
deadness of Sara’s womb; he staggered not at the 
promise of God through unbelief; but was strong in 


181 


faith, giving glory to God; and being fally persuaded 
that what he had promised he was able also to per- 
form. And therefore it was imputed to him for righ- 
teousness.’ From the application made in these 
verses, of Genesis xv. 5, the promise, ‘ So shall 
thy seed be,” must not be understood of Abraham's 
children by natural descent, but of the ingathering of 
all nations to ,the Messiah under the gospel; as it is 
taught in the 16th and 17th verses, that all believers 
are to be reputed children of Abraham. Hence, the 
promise, which his faith connected with his justifica- 
tion regarded, had a spiritual and evangelical import, 
not one merely carnal and national. But in what re- 
spect, it may be asked, can believers of all ages and 
countries be considered Abraham’s children ? as in the 
epistle to the Galatians ili. 7. it is declared, “ They 
which be of faith the same are the children of Abra- 
ham.” The answer may be, that all believers derive 
life from the Messiah, who is set forth as the Great 
Seed of Abraham, in whom all the promises are yea 
and amen, and who is born of that patriarch’s poste- 
rity according to the flesh. Perhaps, however, the 
more correct reply is, first, that all believers inherit 
salvation through Christ by virtue of the covenant 
made with Abraham, whereby they are joint-partakers 
with him of blessedness, as we read, “ They whichbe of 
faith are blessed with faithful A braham’’—and, secondly, 
that all the saved are assimilated personally to Abraham 
in the belief he exercised, as we read in Romans iv. 
11,12; “ He received the sign of circumcision, a 
seal of the righteousness of the faith which he had yet 
being uncircumcised ; that righteousness might be im- 
puted unto them also: and the father of circumcision 
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to them who are not of the circumcision only, but who 
also walk in the steps of that faith of our father Abra- 
ham, which he had yet being uncircumcised.” ‘Thus 
as to state, and as to character, the patriarch stands 
among the saved as a father among his family. He 
and they are related, not indeed by the inferior and 
evanescent ties of flesh and blood, but by the sacred: 
and everlasting bends of spiritual fellowship. They 
inherit under the covenant made with him, and are 
assimilated to him in believing the revelation of mercy. 

Still, however, the question recurs, ‘How, or in 
what sense, does faith avail to justify ?’°—to which I 
answer, that THE. TESTIMONY BELIEVED REVEALS 
Gonp’s MERCY IN CHRIST FOR SINNERS; that Gon’s 
ADDRESSING THIS REVELATION TO MEN IMPLIES 
AND DECLARES HIS WILLINGNESS THAT THEY 
SHOULD POSSESS THE BLESSING; that THE BELIEF 
OF THIS TESTIMONY INDUCES THE RECEPTION OF 
THE BLESSING REVEALED, ON THE WARRANT OF 
THE GRANT OF THE Divine Donor ; and, that 
BY WHOMSOEVER THAT FAITH IS EXERCISED HE 
IS ACCOUNTED A BELIEVER, AND CONSEQUENTLY 
AN ACCEPTED MAN IN THE RECKONINGS OF THE 
Aumieuty. Such I apprehend is the general view 
to be taken of Abraham’s case. The testimony under 
the gospel is substantially the same, but more distinct, 
and may be stated thus: GoD HAS PREPARED THE 
MEDIATORIAL WORK OF CHRIST AS THE ONLY POS- 
SIBLE YET ALL-SUFFICIENT WAY IN WHICH HE CAN 
ACCEPT TRANSGRESSORS, AND HAS ORDAINED THAT 
WHOSOEVER TRUSTS THE SAVIOUR FOR LIFE ETER- 
NAL SHALL HAVE IT AS A FREE GIFT: FAITH, 
WHERE GENUINE, WILL INDUCE ACTIONS ANSWERA+ 
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BLE TO THE FACTS BELIEVED, NOR CAN BELIEF EX- 
IST WHERE SUCH ACTINGS ARE NOT INDUCED ; CON 
SEQUENTLY WHERE THE TESTIMONY CONCERNING 
CHRIST IS BELIEVED IT WILL INDUCE CONFIDENCE 
AND HOPE IN HIM FOR ACCEPTANCE WITH Gop, 
AND THUS WILL THE PERSON, ACCORDING TO THE 
DivINE APPOINTMENT, INHERIT JUSTIFICATION.— 
These statements do, I thmk, harmonize with all the 
inspired representations upon the subject. Hoping it 
will not be deemed multiplying definitions beyond ne- 
cessity, I shall adda third, more concise, more-contor- 
mable to the style of phraseology employed to describe 
Abraham’s acceptance, and applicable alike to the Pa- 
triarchal dispensation and the Christian. Wuoso- 
EVER HAS FAITH IN THE COVENANT OF MERCY IS 
ACCOUNTED AND TREATED BY JEHOVAH AS A BE- 
LIEVER IN IT, AND ACCORDING TO THE TENOR OF.iT 
1S JUSTIFIED. I vary the mode of statement to ac- 
commodate the sentiment to the various habits of 
thinking, and facilities of apprehension, which exist in 
different persons. It is not words, but ideas, that I 
wish to convey ; and in the three representations sub- 
mitted, the truth stated is one. 

Should it be said that ‘there is no perceivable con- 
nexion between the belief of the testimony, or that 
trust in Christ which it induces, and salvation,’ I reply, 
granted; apart from the Divine appointment, there 
is ne connexion. © It arises altogether from gracious 
sovereignty, and exists not in rational necessity. 
The Iraelites’ bemg healed, on looking to the brazen 
serpent, is referred to by our Lord as analagous to 
our being saved by believing on him. There was 
nothing in the circumstance of their looking which 
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conduced to cure them, apart from God’s ordinance 
that they should be cured on looking. Neither does 
there appear any thing in the circumstance of our be- 
lieving and trusting the Redeemer, which conduces 
to our acceptance with God through him, irrespective 
of the Divine ordinance that man shall be accepted 
on believing and trusting. Nevertheless, such being 
the Divine ordinance, the connexion is perfect and 
immutable. No law of nature can be more sure. It 
warrants our expecting justification on believing, with 
as much confidence as if the consequence of the one 
upon the other were never so obvious in itself. There 
are attractions and repulsions among bodies in the na- 
tural world, the reasons of which are unknown; and 
even the existence of which we could not conjecture, — 
antecedently to our observing the fact that they do 
occur. No one can tell why a body, not sustained above, 
should of itself fad/, as we term it, towards the earth ; 
we know however that it does, and, though we must re- 
solve it altogether into the sovereign appointment of 
the Deity, we do not hesitate to act upon it as un- 
changeably and universally true. Let there be only the 
same acting upon the laws ordained by God in the 
moral world, as there is upon the laws ordained by 
the same God in the natural world, and all mankind 
would be redeemed, renewed, and glorified. — 

But although the connexion between faith and jus- 
tification, arises not out of rational necessity, nor is 
discoverable without the Divine testimony, yet, when 
it is known, there appears a high degree of moral fit- 
mess that it should be so ordained. Confiding in 
Christ for reconciliation with God, implies a state of 
heart prepared to enjoy the privilege; it implies a re- 
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nunciation of enmity, a desire after God, a delight in 
his favour, an unqualified acquiescence of soul in the 
Divine claims. Belief in the testimony of grace is 
the very means by which that state of heart is pro- 
duced. “ Ye received the gospel not as the word of 
man, but as it is in truth the word of God, which 
effectually worketh in them that believe :” “ the heart 
is purified by faith :” ‘ faith worketh by love.” The 
contents of the testimony are in themselves adapted 
to make such moral impressions, wherever they are 
duly recognized; nor can they be really believed with- 
out such impressions being made, for faith, in propor- 
tion to its degree, will be accompanied by effects cor- 
responding with the things believed. Thus by connect- 
ing justification with faith, and condemnation with un- 
belief, it was arranged (and the appointment was wor- 
thy of infinite wisdom) that the circumstances and 
destiny of men should always correspond with their 
disposition, their will, their moral nature—that no 
one should be admitted to privileges in which he could, 
because he would, find no delight—that no one should 
be excluded from benefits which he was in heart 
qualified to enjoy. 

It has been repeatedly urged that to represent jus- 
tification as dependent upon faith, makes faith a con- 
dition, and so miltates against the freeness of gospel 
mercy. The objection can be plausible to ignorance 
only; to intelligence it must be futile. To it I 
answer, Ist. that call it a ‘condition’ or what you 
please, trust of heart in Christ alone, is that with 
which his blessings are connected, and without which 
there is no part in them ; for thus runs the decree, 
‘“‘He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting hfe ; 
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and he that believeth not the Son shall not see life, 
for the wrath of God abideth on him.” 2nd. TI re- 
mark that faith in the Divine testimony inducing trust 
in Christ for mercy, is not a werk prescribed to be 
done by man; it is rather an effect wrought in man 
by addressing the Divine testimony to him asa ra- 
tional agent; which effect would necessarily be. pro- 
duced in all to whom it is declared, were it not for 
the grievous perversion of their moral nature derang- 
ing the operations of their moral being. 3rd, Trust 
in the Redeemer for mercy, while it is the sine qua 
non of salvation, is so, not as meriting, not as causing, 
not as procuring, but simply as receiving the boon of 
life antecedently proposed of God, indiscriminately 
and equally to mankind, as his free gift to whomso- 
ever will possess it. 4th. Recurring to what was 
noticed in the foregoing paragraph, there is a propriety 
in limiting salvation to faith, not only in equzéy as it 
is just that they who will not trust in Christ, nor be- 
lieve in God’s Word, nor accept his grace, should not 
possess it—but also in moral fitness. An unbeliev- 
ing mind, an unchanged heart, could not, from its 
very state, enjoy or ascertain justification—could not, 
in the nature of things, relish or even know the high 
and holy privileges of redeeming love. Were it pos- 
sible that an unbeliever should, so to speak, be ex- 
ternally invested with the blessings of. the Divine 
favour, it would in no degree conduce to his felicity, 
for while his unbelief remained internally, he would 
be ineapacitated for being happy in his blessings—as 
coinpletely as the blind man for fascination in a gal- 
lery of the choicest paintings, or a deaf man for the 
delight to be derived in listening to all that is melo- 
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dious and moving, soothing or sublime, in sounds that 
vibrate on the ear from the organ or choir. I speak 
of the reality of the disqualification not of its kind. 
They cannot, the one see, the other hear, if they 
were disposed ; he can, but wants the disposition. 
They are to be pitied ; he isto be blamed. He has eyes, 
but he will not. see ; he has: ears, but he will not bear. 

' Let me -request..attention again to what is stated 
in. the, close.of Romans. iv. concerning Abraham’s 
faith. In verse. 22, we have the remarkable words, 
“ And THEREFORE it. was imputed to him for righte- 
ousness.”. _\WHEREFORE was it so imputed? Partly, 
because it regarded the testimony of the Messiah, 
whether we take it.as connected with the covenant in 
general, or the particular promise quoted in the 18th 
verse. ; Partly also, because it was genuine faith ; 
“‘ he staggered not at. the promise of God through un- 
behef; but was strong in faith, giving glory to God ; 
and being fully persuaded that what he had promised 
he was. able,.also to perform; verses 20, 21... The 
Apostle afterwards records that if we possess the 
same faith as the patriarch, it will avail to our justifi- 
cation.as it did to his. .‘*‘ Now, it was not written for 
his sake alone,” that is, merely to inform after ages of 
what. he. did and. required,‘ that it was imputed to 
him; but, for us also,” namely, to instruct us what 
privilege is to be aspired after, and how it can be ob- 
tained—‘‘ to whom it shall be imputed, if we believe 
on him, that raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead.” 
It is worthy of remark that the object of Abraham’s 
faith and ours, is described in nearly the same words ; 
his, “God who quickeneth the dead ;” ours, “ him that 
raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead.” Both re- 
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gard the greatness of the Divine power, required to 
fulfil the Divine promise whereon faith rests. That 
promise pledges a work of mercy, altogether beyond 
the ability of a creature to perform, and altogether 
above calculation to anticipate irrespective of Divine 
interposition. This accounts for the Apostle’s prayer, 
Ephesians, i. 17, &c. “ That the God of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, the Father of glory, may give unto you 
the Spirit of wisdom and revelation in the knowledge 
of him, the eyes of your understanding being en- 
lightened THAT YE MAY KNOW what is the hope of 
his calling, and what the riches of the glory of his 
inheritance among the saints, and WHAT IS THE EX- 
CEEDING GREATNESS OF HIS POWER to us-ward 
who believe, according to the working of his mighty 
power, which he wrought in Christ, when he raised 
him from the dead, and set him at his own right hand 
in the heavenly places.” What a cheering and glorious 
contemplation! Jehovah’s omnipotence guarantees 
the fulfilment of Jehovah’s word. Though, to the 
eye of sense, difficulties, yea, impossibilities crowd as 
mountains piled on mountains or worlds on worlds in 
the way of its accomplishment, the believer rests con- 
tent and happy in the assurance, that “heaven and 
earth shall pass away, but HIS WorD shall not pass 
away.” , 

After a few remarks on some statements by the 
Apostle James before alluded to, I shall pass on to 
another topic. He demands, “ Was not Abraham 
our father justified by works, when he had offered 
Isaac his son upon the altar?” It will be remembered 
that the Apostle Paul in Rom. iv. 2, teaches that 
Abraham was not justified by works. Now as writers 
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under Divine inspiration cannot contradict each other, 
the two apostles, in the texts before us, must be dis- 
coursing of justification under different views. Paul — 
is avowedly treating of the way in which a sinner is 
accepted of God—the means of justification for guilty 
beings before the judgment-seat of heaven. In regard 
to this he introduces the testimony from Genesis, as 
altogether excluding works from being the cause of 
the patriarch’s justification. He affirms that the 
blessing comes “ to him that WwoRKETH NoT;” that 
the faith which saves, regards Jehovah as “ justifying 
the UNGoDLY;” that the saved man is one “ to whom 
God imputeth righteousness wITHOUT WORKS.” To 
this we may add the consideration that Abraham was 
justified before the Lord, according to the chronology 
of our Bible, not less than about forty years ante- 
cedently to his offering Isaac ; from which it unavoid- 
ably follows, that when James describes Abraham as 
justified by his works in that transaction, he cannot 
refer to his obtaining favour with God. The context 
shows that he does not intend such a reference. His 
discourse is upon the inseparable connexion between 
the faith which justifies, and good works, as its conco- 
mitants or fruits. In the beginning of the chapter he 
censures “ respect of persons” in administering eccle- 
siastical affairs. He declares it contrary to the law 
and the gospel. He argues that faith without practice 
is a nullity. In proof, he urges that even the faith 
which devils have, inspires terror or rage corresponding 
with the views they possess of the Divine character 
and government. He then refers to Abraham, and 
affirms, that in him faith wrought works, both 
existing together, and that by works his faith was 
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perfected, namely, as the fruit-bearing is to be con- 
sidered as perfecting or completing the tree. “ And 
the Scripture was fulfilled which saith, Abraham be- 
lieved God, and it was imputed unto him for righ- 
teousness ; and he was called the Friend of God.” The 
word “fulfilled” is tobe understood in the sense of “ be- 
ing confirmed, or proved true.” The Scripturerecord that 
“Abraham believed God” was most illustriously “ ful- 
filled” in his doing; for none but the strongest faith 
could have induced such an act of obedience to the 
the Divine will. His faith being thus proved, his jus- 
tification was proved also, the privilege being, as we 
have seen, inseparable from the principle. The con- 
sequence was, that he was called “ the Friend of 
God’—one who was in a state of reconciliation, ac- 
ceptance and amity with God—one who was pre- 
pared to do or to sacrifice whatever God required — 
one who reposed implicit confidence in the veracity, 
power and mercy of Jehovah. His character and 
circumstances, evinced by his doing, were those of a 
saint indeed. “ Ye see then how that by works a 
man is justified, and not by faith only.” The faith 
which justifies is not a creed verbally professed, nora 
series of notions, however accurate, deposited in the 
mind; it is a belief of God’s covenant which leads to 
practical results ; and therefore works, as well as faith, 
accompany justification, not as the procuring cause, 
but as the unvarying accompaniment, effect and evi- 
dence of our being in that state of hallowed and ex- 
alted privilege. That the whole argument relates to 
evidence of justification, not the cause of it, is clear 
from the challenge with which it commences in the 
18th verse; ‘“ A man may say, Thou hast faith and | 
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have works: show me thy faith without thy works, 
and I will show thee my faith by my works.” It is 
manifest also from the case of Rahab, adduced in 
verse 25th, as proof additional to the case of Abra- 
ham: her conduct in hiding the messengers was (as 
the history in the book of Joshua shows) the effect, 
and consequently the outward sign, of her belief 
in the Divine grant of Canaan to the Israelites. 
The last verse of the chapter confirms these remarks ; 
‘‘ As the body without the spirit,” or breath, “is dead, 
so faith without works is dead also.” The presence 
of respiration proves the presence of life ; the absence 
of respiration indicates death, though in a form to all 
appearance in the bloom of health. So, though we 
may see before us the most complete and fascinating 
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‘“‘ form of godliness,’ if we see not also the breathing 
of its power, our conclusion regarding the individual 
must be, that, though he has a name to live, he is 
dead—*“ alienated from the life of God,” and ‘ dead 


in trespasses and sins.” 


SECTION V. 


Mr. Irving’s sentiments respecting HoLingss. 
to) 


As might be expected, this subject is prominent in 
his work ; nor in regard to it does he appear more 
consistent with himself, with fact, or with Scripture 
than we have ascertained him to be upon other points 
of religious truth. For instance :— 

1. He maintains that the holiness of Christ and 
believers,is materially diverse in kind from the 
holiness which Adam possessed by his creation. 

“ Holiness is of two kinds: the one belonging to 
‘the creature in its creation state, as it came from the 
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“hands of the Creator; the other belonging to the 
“creature in its fallen state, as it is upheld by the 
“ Son, and energized by the Holy Ghost. Of the 
“¢ former, mention is made in Scripture in such passages 
“as these: ‘ God made man in his own image after his 
‘own likeness’ ; ‘and God saw every thing which he 
“had made, and, behold, it was very good’; ‘ This 
“only have I found, that God made man upright, but 
“he hath sought out many inventions.’ Of the latter, 
‘it is spoken in such passages as these : ‘ Be ye holy, 
“as your Father who is in heaven is holy’: ‘ Ke- 
“newed in the image of God, in righteousness and 
“true holiness;’ ‘He that is born of God sinneth 
“not; for his seed abideth in him, and he cannot sin, 
“because he is born of God;’ ‘ The holy thing which 
‘‘shall be born of thee, shall be called the Son of 
“God.” p. 132. Itis true that our Author, on the 
next page but one, teaches that the holiness acquired 
after the Fall, through union to Christ, is the very 
same as that which Adam possessed by creation be- 
fore the Fall: ‘‘God is love, in whose image man 
“‘ was at first created; and this answerableness to 
‘himself God exacteth now as ever. He hath not 
“‘ changed, though the creatures have. And how then 
“is this to be given...? By faith. ... Faith uniting 
‘‘to Christ as he is united to God; this worketh love 
«and holiness.” The inquiry here is not whether 
Mr. Irving be right or wrong upon the subject, but, 
which of his statements (the one being the opposite 
of the other) conveys the truth ? 

For my own part I cannot conceive of the purity 
acquired by regeneration, being at all substantially di- 
verse from that which Adam possessed at his creation. 
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Holiness must be essentially the same in whatever 
being it exists—in the angels who never sinned, in 
our first parents when created, in the saint yesterday 
renewed, in ‘ the spirits of the just made perfect’ ming- 
ling their hosannahs before the throne on high, or in 
the manhood of the Lamb that was slain who fills 
that thrice holy seat of majesty and grace. Holiness 
is universal rectitude ; holiness is perfect love ; holi- 
ness is conformity to the will of God ; holiness is 
assimilaticn to his purity. It may vary its actings or 
manifestations as the circumstances of beings vary. 
In this respect the holiness of Adam differed from 
that of angels. It was part of thers to wait in God’s 
presence above, and wing their way at his bidding 
from world to world on embassies of love or judg- 
ment: this employ Ais inferior residence and rank 
precluded. It was part of Ais obedience to dress and 
keep the garden, and gratefully to subsist upon the 
herbs and fruits. it yielded; but these matters could 
form no part of angelic rectitude. Again; the holi- 
ness of the regenerated man differs from that of 
Adam, and the holiness of Christ differs from them 
both. The regenerated man’s holiness includes re- 
pentance for sin, trust in a Mediator, and gratitude for 
redemption; whereas neither of these entered into 
Adam’s purity, or into the sanctity of the Son of 
God. It was part of Christ’s rectitude to keep the 
Mosaic law; but that was no part of the homage re- 
quired in Eden, nor is it bindiag under the evangelical 
dispensation. In the same way the holiness of one 
Christian may differ from the holiness of another 
Christian ; as husbands and wives, parents and chil- 
dren, masters and servants, ministers and the people 
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of their charge, have each peculiar obligations to fulfil. 
But although thus varying in its manifestations accord- 
ing as the circumstances of beings vary, holiness is 
substantially the same thing in all persons, at all 
times, through all worlds. The design of God in re- 
demption is not to impart a new kind of purity, but 
to restore that which we have lost. If our first pa- 
rents were made “in the image of God,” “the new 
man is renewed in knowledge after the image of him 
that created him”; and this, we elsewhere learn, is 
being “conformed to the image of his Son.” There- 
fore the holiness of Adam, of believers, and of Christ, 
must be essentially the same. 

2, Our Author maintains that the holiness of 
Christ and of believers differs from that of 
Adam, inasmuch as that the former is the 
result of the Holy Spirit's influence ; whereas 

it is implied that the latter was not. 
In the Preface to his work he writes, ‘ This is the 
*« substance of our argument, ... that his human nature 
“ was holy in the only way in which holiness under 
“the Fall exists or can exist, is spoken of or can be 
“ spoken of in Scripture, namely, through inworking 
* or energizing of the Holy Ghost: not from the 
‘ Holy Ghost’s” [being ?] “mixed up with either the 
* substance of body or soul... which is to confound 
“ Godhead and manhood ... but by the Holy Ghost, 
“ under the direction of the Son, enforcing his human 
“ nature, inclining it, uniting it to God; even as the 
devil, likewise a spirit, without mixing in it, did 
“enforce it away from God. And thus doth Christ 
“in the salvation of every sinner resist, overcome, 
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“and destroy the devil's power and work.” Many 
other statements are to the same effect, but it is need- 
less to multiply quotations. 

That it was by the Holy Spirit our Saviour’s man- 
hood was formed holy, yea by which it was formed 
altogether, I shall prove in the next chapter. The 
moral ‘and miraculous endowments of Christ's huma- 
nity are ascribed to the same agency in Isaiah xi. 1—4. 
That it is by the same Divine influence purity is in- 
spired in believers we have ample explicit testimony. 
As to its commencement, “ Verily, verily I say unto 
thee, except a man be born of water and of THE 
Srrrit, he cannot enter into the Kingdom of God.” 
As to sanctification in general; “ If ye through THE 
Sprrit do mortify the deeds of the body, ye shalk 
live ;” “Seeing ye have purified your souls in obey- 
ing the truth through Tue Sprrit.” As to particu- 
lar Christian virtues; “ The fruit of THE SprRit 
is love, joy, peace, long suffering, gentleness, good- 
ness, faith, meekness, temperance.” As to the con- 
tinuance of personal purity till its final consumma- 
tion; “Being confident of this very thing, that HE 
WHICH HATH BEGUN a good work in you, will 
perform it until the day of Jesus Christ.” John iii. 5. 
Rom. viii. 13. 1 Peteri.'22. Gal. v. 22, 23. Phil. 
i. 6. j 

But was the case of our first parents substantially 
different as to the origin of their sanctity ? Iam dispos- 
ed to think that Adam, equally with every renewed — 
man, was indebted,for his purity to Divine influence. 
I refer to the general fact, not to the particular mode 
in which that- influence was vouchsafed. In the ac- 
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count of his creation indeed, no mention is made of 
the Holy Spirit’s agency as distinct from that of the 
Father and the Son. The language records the 
concurrence of the whole plurality in the Godhead ; 
‘“* Let us make man in OUR image, and after ouR 
likeness.” Yet had we sufficient information it 
might appear, that the persons in the Godhead had 
departments appropriate to each in the first creation, 
as they have in the second. Zhat however is not ma- 
terial to our present argument. Dees not the record 
just quoted intimate that Adam’s purity equally with 
his body and mind, was the produet of divine power ? 
and must it not from the expression “ God made man 
upright,” be understood, that the Deity gave man that 
rectitude which was his blessedness and his glory? 
In regard to his continuance in holiness; are we to 
imagine that at any period before the Fall he was in- 
dependent of his Maker? Was ¢haé not true of our 
first parents, and true in all respects, which is affirmed 
of us, ‘‘ In him we live and move and have our being’? 
I am aware that persons worthy of respect for their 
intelligence as well as for their piety, have considered. 
that unsinning natures have an inherent self-possessed 
power of keeping themselves in rectitude, irrespective 
of Divine interposition preserving them. But for my 
own part, I must regard preservation as not. less the 
result of God's power than creation; that not only 
‘“‘ by him were all things created,” but also that ‘ by 
him all things consist.” I cannot conceive in regard 
to the material universe, that the Almighty, having 
formed the worlds and given them the outset of their 
motions, then ceased to act for sustaining the motions 
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he had given, so that their revolutions are perpetuated 
from age to age, with undeviating precision, by a power 
of velocity and regularity dwelling in the orbs them- 
selves. Neither can I conceive in regard te the moral 
universe, of the highest seraph in glory being, at any 
period, independent of the omnipresent and all-sustain- 
ing God, for the ardour of his devotion more’than for 
the majesty of his intellect. Yet I do not separate 
the one great axiom of moral science from the other, 
for while I believe that “ all good is of God,” I believe 
also that “ all evil is of ourselves.” While I believe that 
the creature’s continuance in rectitude is owing to the 
Creator’s favour, I believe also that every deviation 
from rectitude is the creature’s fault; and I am pre- 
pared to follow cut these two fundamental facts 
wherever they may lead, in exalting the Creator's 
glory, and in humbling the beings he has formed.— 
The guomodos and quares, the ‘ hows’ and the 
‘ wherefores,’ which cavillers and sceptics may pro- 
pose in connexion with these facts, have no influence 
on my faith or my practice. In the harmony which 
exists between religion and the dictates of enlightened 
philosophy, 1 search for facts, I believe facts, I am 
guided by facts, in all the minute details of doing 
connected with my temporary sojourn here, and in the 
more momentous actings which regulate my destiny 
hereafter, Speculations as to the modes and reasons 
and reconcileableness of those facts, may engage and 
amuse others, unawake to the value of mind and 
time, and the number and importance of present obli- 
gations ; the knowledge of their existence is enough 
for me. 
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3. Mr. Irving maintains that the holiness of 
Christ differed from the purity of Adam, and 
resembled that of all regenerated persons, in 
that it was derived and perfected in him 
through faith. 

On the mode in which the Holy Ghost was voueh- 
safed to our Redeemer, in order to the sanctification 
of his manhood, weread on p. 118,—“ As the office of the 
“ Father is from his secret concealments, the unsearch- 
“able abode of his Godhead, to manifest himself 
“ unto sinful creatures ; and as it is the office of the 
“ Son coming out of his bosom to sustain the fulness 
“of the Father's Godhead, and render it into the 
“ comprehensible language of human thought, feeling, 
“ suffering, and action ; so it is the part of the Holy 
« Ghost to furnish hint for such an undertaking. The 
“ person of the Son in coming into manhood must not 
“bring with him Godhead properties, though he bring 
“with him a Godhead person : that is, no action which 
“he doth in manhood must be ascribed to Godhead 
‘‘ properties, or else Gedhead and manhood are mixed 
‘“‘and confused together; which were it allowed 
“would introduce man-worship, creature-worship, 
“and all forms of idolatry.” Though it be interrupt- 
ing the quotation, I cannot refrain from calling atten- 
tion to these expressions. “It is the office of ‘the 
Son-—to sustain the fulness of the Father’s Godhead ;” 
—was it not the fulness of his own Godhead he sus- 
tained ?>—*‘ and to render it into the comprehensible 
language of human thought, feeling, suffering, and 
action ;”’—what means this—that the Godhead of the 
Father was rendered into the language of human 
suffering P—“ The person of the Son coming into 
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manhood, must not bring with him Godhead proper- 
ties;"—then of course he brought not with him a 
Divine nature, confirming what has been before stated 
as to our Author denying that the Messiah’s person 
was a real incarnation of the Deity ;—‘ though he 
bring with him a Gedhead person ;’—and how could 
he bring with him a Godhead person, without bring- 
ing also Godhead properties ? What rules of theo- 
logical philosophy, or rather aberrations of mystical 
and fanatical absurdity, does the writer follow, in 
separating the one from the other,? or, wHo was it 
that brought with him into manhood, a Godhead pex-> 
son without Godhead properties >—“ that is, no action 
which he doth in the manheod must be ascribed to 
Godhead properties ;” what explanation is here ? and 
what does our Author mean, consisiently herewith, 
when on page 102, he declares, “‘ The meritorious- 
ness of Christ’s action and passion, of his life and 
death, standeth...in his condescension out of the God- 
head to become a sufferer. This, which is a part of 
every act, for in every act Godhead acteth and man- 
hood acteth, is the preciousness in God’s sight and in 
the sight of the creation” ? 

‘¢ With what then doth the person of the Son serve 
“himself in fulfilling his great work of bringing the 
‘fulness of the Godhead into a body, of manifesting 
«God in the flesh? He serveth himself with Holy 
*‘ Ghost power which the Father bestows upon him. 
“Inasmuch as it is besought from the Father by the 
<‘ believing Son, and is by the Father accorded to the 
‘faith of the Son, it is proved to be from God unto 
“the Son of man; inasmuch as by the Son of man 
“ it is received, and by him appropriated, it is proved 
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“not to be in the form of Godhead ; (for what should 
“one in the form of man be able to do with that 
“which is in the form of God?) so that power out of 
** Godhead follows the faithful Son of God, into the 
“ subsistence of the Son of man, and enables him there 
“to do the work of rendering the incommunicable 
“essence of Godhead, into the forms of human 
“ thought, feeling, aud passion. And thus, while al} 
“the power to redeem is proved to be from God in 
“the person of the Father, and all the activity from 
“God in the person of the Son, all the ability is 
“‘ proved to be from God in the person of the Holy 
. “Ghost ;” &c. As it is here stated that the Holy 
Spirit’s influence, by which it is represented the Son 
redeemed his manhood from the bondage of sin, was 
“ besought by the believing Son,” and was “accorded 
to the faith of the Son,” so on page 134, as already 
noticed, our Author observes that the only way in 
which holiness can be acquired after the fall is “ by 
faith.” Let us consider this subject. 

- Our Lord Jesus Christ as to his human nature 
while on earth, walked by faith as do all his people, 
that is, he was influenced by belief in the Divine 
testimony. In Hebrews xii. 2. he is set forth as the 
completing and crowning example, superadded to the 
long catalogue of the Old Testament worthies, and 
proving the sufficiency of faith to enable its possessor 
to go through painful labours, and bear up through all 
difficulties and sufferings, that occur in the profession 
of Christianity : “‘ Wherefore seeing we also are com- 
passed about with so great a cloud of witnesses, let 
us lay aside every weight, and the sin which doth so 
easily beset us, and let us run with patience the race 
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set before us, looking unto Jesus the author and 
finisher of our faith; who, for the joy that was set 
before him, endured the cross despising the shame, 
and is set down at the right hand of the throne of 
God.” In the belief that the Mosaic law was bind- 
ing, he fulfilled all its institutions. In the belief of 
the Divine presence and favour, he communed by 
prayer with his heavenly Father. In the belief that 
his doctrine was from heaven, he preached it in his 
ministry. In the belief of Jehovah’s authority, provi- 
dence, and love, he resisted and overcame the devil 
in the memorable threefold assault made upon his 
principles immediately after his baptism. In the be- 
lief of John’s Divine mission, he submitted to that 
ordinance. In the belief of the final achievements 
of his work below, in his own glorification and the sal- 
vation of his people, he was sustained through his 
agony and crucifixion. So far as the feelings and act- 
ings of our Saviour’s manhood regarded objects, or 
were influenced by considerations, not in the range of 
sense, they were all carried on by faith. And thus 
it is with his followers. Are not our love, and joy, 
and hope, and patience, and humility, and self-denial, 
and heavenly-mindedness, and stedfastness, and ac- 
tivity, all inspired by the faith of the Divine reve- 
lation? And is it not to be deplored as a proof in 
how small a degree that revelation is credited, that 
we see the tone of practical godliness so low, and its 
energies so feeble ? that this world has so firm a hold 
upon the hearts of men, while the discoveries of 
heaven’s glories, the character of the blessed God, 
and the redeeming love of Christ, engage so small a 
portion of their thoughts? Surely if the demand 
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were put forth ‘show me thy faith by thy works,” 
and a satisfactory answer insisted upon as the con- 
dition of our names being retained in the list of 
Christians, how would the ranks of orthodoxy itself 
be thinned, and by what hosts would the armies of 
the aliens be augmented! Yet will not the decision 
of our state for immortality, turn upon the reply given 
to a similar demand? Let all who profess to belong 
to Christ in these kingdoms, look wel! to it how they 
are prepared to meet a time of trial. At present they 
have to sail in smooth water; but if I mistake not, 
there is a gathering and a lowering im the distance, in- 
dicating the approach of a fearful storm that will put 
every man’s vessel to extreme proof. Eminent con- 
formity to the will of God is seldom if ever attained 
by individuals, without passing through a course of 
trials; and, if we may argue by analogy, it is not 
reasonable to suppose the Church general will attain 
the spirituality, holiness, and devotion of the millen- 
nial state, without severe affliction. And when we 
reflect upon the Protestant orthodox denominations, 
not to notice other sects, and observe how much there 
is among them of a formal religion, a fashionable re- 
ligion, a worldly religion, while the spirit of heartfelt 
piety is wanting—we shall perceive much need that 
the Redeemer should “ sit as a Refiner and Purifier of 
silver, to purify the sons of Levi that they may offer 
to the Lord an offering in righteousness.” But, alas! 
who of us can abide the day of his coming ? and who 
shall stand when he appeareth ? 

It may surprise some when I affirm that Adam 
while in uprightness ‘ walked by faith ;’ yet that af- 
firmation I am prepared to sustain. His holiness was 
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not a series of blind unintelligible impulses, which he 
was unable to explain and justify by an appeal to rea- 
son and the principles of moral obligation. The 
statement applied to him with as much propriety as 
to ourselves,— Without faith it is impossible to 
please him ; for he that cometh to God must believe 
that he is, and that he is the rewarder of them that 
diligently seek him.” A conviction of the Divine 
majesty inspired his lowliest reverence ; a conviction 
of the Divine authority inspired obedience to the Di- 
vine commands ; a conviction of the Divine excellence 
inspired his pure and perfect love ; and these convic- 
tions must have been impressed hy some revelation 
from his Maker, conveyed either in works or in words. 
The Deity is not, never was, cognizable by sense; he 
is an invisible, infinite Spirit, and man never could 
know him, except as informed and assured by testi- 
mony. Still more evident will it be that our first 
parents ‘ walked by faith’ in observing the prohibi- 
tion regarding the tree of knowledge. That was an 
ordinance purely positive. It had no obligation an- 
tecedently to the Divine appointment. All the rea- 
sonings which an unerring intellect could revolve, 
were incapable of discovering, @ priori, any thing in 
it of propriety or impropriety. Among all the sinless 
emotions of an unfallen heart, there was not one 
which felt repugnance or complacence towards it, ir- 
respective of God’s command. Moreover, it was also 
entirely by faith that the consequences of eating were 
apprehended, so as to deter from transgression. Is 
there not a precise analogy between Adam and Noah, 
so far as the principle of their respective actings is 
concerned? ‘ By faith Noah, being warned of God 
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of things not seen as yet, moved with fear, pre- 
pared an ark to the saving of his house,” and with 
equal propriety and truth it might have been recorded, 
* By faith Adam, being warned of God of things 
not seen as yet, moved with fear, abstained from eat- 
ing of the tree of knowledge.’ ‘The warning to Noali 
was, “ Behold I, even I, do bring a flood of waters 
upon the earth, to destroy all flesh, wherein is the 
breath of life, from under heavén; and every thing 
that is in the earth shall die.” His senses, ranging 
with keen-eyed scrutiny through the sky above, the 
earth around, or the deep below, discovered no signs 
that such a calamity was approaching. In building 
the ark, he had to rely solely upon testimony. The 
warning to Adam was, “In the day thou eatest 
thereof, dying thou shalt die.” The closest inspec- 
tion of the fruit supplied no warrant for calculating 
upon such disastrous results as the monition predieted. 
In abstaining from it through fear of those results, he 
had to rely solely upon testimony. Hence, the whole 
aim and effort of the tempter in the assault he made, 
was to shake the woman’s faith in the Divine record, 
not so much indeed by impugning its authority, as by 
inducing ber to adopt a fallacious construction of its 
import. While her faith did not fail, she stood. By 
unbelief she fell. By faith Noah was saved; by un- 
belief—rejecting the message which he as “ a preacher 
of righteousness” proclaimed in the name of God, or 
falsifying those messages by misinterpretation—the 
world of the ungodly perished. By faith in the Di- 
vine testimony, the wounded Israelites looked to the 
serpent of brass and were healed; by unbelief they 
neglected to do so and died. To us a revelation from 
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Jehovah is vouchsafed. It warns of things “ not seen 
as yet,” of “wrath to come,” of an approaching “ day 
of judgment and perdition of ungodly men.” It in- 
forms us of provision made for our escape, in the me- 
diatien of the Lord of glory—a provision sufficient for 
all and free to all. It exhorts, it commands us to re-+ 
pent and avail ourselves of that only hope, promising 
full and everlasting immunity to all without exception - 
who trust it for salvation. Happiness or misery, life 
or death, heaven or hell, is our destiny, according as 
that trust is exercised or withheld, according as the 
testimony is believed or disbelieved. There may be 
nothing in this record to be known without it. Rea- 
son may inquire, reflect, argue to her utmost power, 
in vain, to discover in the circumstances or course of 
the world, what would induce similar convictions. 
But is not the testimony of the great God a rational, 
safe, and imperative warrant for our acting, irrespec- 
tive of other premonition? O! what infatuation has 
seized the human mind! what blinding and paralyzing 
spell has riveted upon the inner man ! that, while a 
remote suspicion of probable injury to our earthly ia- 
terests, would awaken us to vigilance in the invention 
and use of every means by which it might be shunned, 
yet, when our souls are at stake, when inspiration 
warns, when Immanuel exhibits in himself complete 
deliverance, and perhaps to-morrow may be too late 
to flee—we remain, notwithstanding all, contented as 
we are, caring for none of these things. ‘ Go ye into 
the world, and preach the gospel to every creature,” 
is the gracious ordinance of Jehovah. <“ He that be- 
Heveth, shall be saved, he that believeth not, shall be 
condemned,” is the rule by which Jehovah acts in re- 
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ceiving to bliss or consigning to woe alike intermina- 
ble, those to whom that gospel is proclaimed. 

There are several respects in which faith operating 
holiness in us, differs from faith operating holiness in 
Adam. Adam’s faith was co-existent with his being ; 
ours is inspired subsequently to our birth. Adam’s 
faith communed with God immediately ; ours, through 
a Mediator. Adam’s faith acted in the light and 
strength of Divine influence imparted direct from the 
Most High; ours, by a similar Divine influence de- 
rived indirectly, through the sacrifice and intercession 
of the Son incarnate. Adam’s faith recognized the 
general goodness of God as the source of its expecta- 
tions; ours, his mercy as the sin-pardoning Lord. 
Adam’s faith obeyed the commands of Jehovah, 
moved thereto by thankfulness for the benefits of cre- 
ation and providence ; ours by gratitude for the bless- 
ings of redemption. Adam’s faith was directed to 
continuance in purity and favour; ours, to the attain- 
ment of sanctification and acceptance with God, not 
originally possessed by us. Adam’s faith led him to 
trust and worship and enjoy God as his Maker and 
Benefactor ; ours, as the Regenerator and Redeemer. 

And was there not in the faith operating holiness 
in the manhood of Christ, a resemblance to that. of 
Adam, and a dissimilarity to our own, in all these 
particulars ? What Regenerator and Redeemer did 
our Saviour’s faith regard ? When had he committed 
sin or contracted defilement, that he needed the re- 
velation of redemption from iniquity in its curse or in 
its power? Was he influenced as we are to obedience, 
by gratitude to a Deliverer who had loved him, and 
had given himself for him? Whether did his faith 
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rest on the love which Jehovah bore to him as his 
own Son, or upon the grace of God to the guilty, 
pardoning iniquity and transgression and sin? Through 
what sacrifice and intercession was the Holy Spirit’s 
influence granted to Immanuel’s faith? or through 
what mediator did he commune with his heavenly 
Father ? Was his faith co-eval with the commence- 
ment of his existence, or was it inspired afterwards ? 
I know that our Saviour’s faith operated some mani- 
festations of holiness in him, which Adam’s failed to 
do; for example, stedfastness in resisting the tempter ; 
and truly therein ours, to our sad experience, often differs 
from the Saviour’s too. Our Saviour’s faith operated 
some manifestations of holiness which Adam’s could 
not, from differing circumstances; for example, pa- 
tience under suffering; for Adam in innocence had 
no ills to bear. Our faith operates modifications of 
holiness in us, which existed in neither Adam nor 
Christ; for example, repentance for sin, prayer for 
pardon, and trust in another’s righteousness for justi- 
fication before God. But as to the general fact that 
the holiness of Adam, of Christ’s manhood, and of 
Christians, operated through faith in a testimony, there 
can be no dispute ; for how otherwise could invisible 
realities, which the chief exercises of holiness regard, 
be ascertained.? 

4. Mr. Irving insists that the holiness of Adam _ 
consisted in his nature being tn itself pure, 
whereas he supposes that the holiness of 
Christ’s manhood, and of every regenerated 
person, consists in a holy use being made of a 
nature that is ‘itself sinful. 

The reader is requested to re-peruse the extract 
given on pp. 18, 19, where it is declared to be “ of 
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“ the essence of the truth, it is all that the truth is 
* worth, to maintain that regeneration, or impartation 
“of the Holy Ghost addeth nothing, withdraweth 
“ nothing, changeth nothing of our created substance, 
“ but by an invisible person of Godhead controlleth 
“and overcometh it: so necessary is it to believe 
‘“¢ likewise of Christ’s human nature, that its genera- 
“ tion of the Holy Ghost added and altered nothing, 
“of its creature-substance, but ever operated by 
“Godhead power to restrain and to subdue, and 
‘sanctify and uphold all its motions and actions.” 
He is more explicit in the following statements: 
«« Now I ask again, how could he be the head of the 
“‘ regeneration, if no regeneration was accomplished 
“in him ? And what is regeneration ? Not the strik- 
“ing of anew virtue through the fallen substance, 
“ but the upholding it in its present state by action of 
«“ the invisible Godhead. It is not I myself that live 
“a new life, but Christ that liveth in me. I am 
“ made willing; I am made obedient by Him of whom 
“ Tam made a member. His person, not mine, hath 
“the glory. It is God who worketh in me to will 
“ and to do of his good pleasure. If this be the or- 
‘“‘ thodox doctrine of regeneration, then cannot Christ 
‘‘ be the resurrection head, otherwise than by being 
‘‘in the same state, by being holy through the 
“ same means, as I assert that he was: the first, the 
“complete regenerated man unto the end of being, 
“ exalted to become the head of the regenerated ones. 
‘This completely sets toa side the reasonings of 
« those who would lay a great stress upon the expres- 
‘sion used in the salutation, ‘ the holy thing, born 
“ (generated) of thee, shall be called the Son of God.’ 
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For unless holy here were used in a different sense 
than in the rest of the New Testament, where it is 
continually applied to the regenerate, ‘ the saints,’ 
the ‘ holy ones; unless a new import altogether 
were given to it, which had no reality in the world 
since Adam fell; it cannot be otherwise understood 
than as sanctified by the Holy Ghost. And why it 
should be called the thing, and not the person, is 
because the thing, and not the person was sanctifi- 
ed. He, the eternal Son of God, needed no sane- 
tification ; but the substance he took of the Virgin 
did, and received it in the act of being generated 
man, and what sanctification it then received from 
him, he continued to give it, to maintain in it all 
his life long. It is a vain delusion to understand 
us as if we said it took him a life-long to sanctify 
himself. Men that will deceive themselves are 
not easily undeceived. We hold that 7, even 
it, was a thing made holy from its conception, and 
kept holy by the same power which made it so ; not 
holy in itself, but made holy; not made holy by 
one act and no more, but kept holy through the in- 
cidents, and trials, and endurances of a whole life. 
When any man will find in my writings upon this 
subject, a passage capable of being even tortured 
to mean that there ever was a time when Christ’s 
flesh was not made holy by the Holy Ghost in the 
hands of the incarnate Son, I will arraign myself 
of heresy, and submit to the utmost penalties of the 
church; nay, I would myself arraign of heresy any 
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deny the holiness of Christ’s flesh ; and I would do 
the same by any one who would obstinately and 
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“ perversely maintain that it was so, otherwise than 
‘“‘ by the operation of the Holy Ghost. As I have 
“‘ written at the forefront of the book which has awa- 
** kened all this controversy, ‘ The question is, whe- 
“ ther the flesh of Christ had the grace of sinlessness 
* from the Holy Ghost, or from itself?’ That is the 
* question, and nothing else is the question.” pp: 
135-137, 

With becoming deference to Mr. Irving I must at 
once and totally deny that ‘this is the question, and 
nothing else is the question.’’ The point at issue is 
not ‘‘ whether the flesh of Christ had the grace of 
sinlessness from the Holy Ghost, or from itself?” It 
is not, whence the holiness came? but wherein it 
consisted ?. for I have already recorded, and so would 
all who believe the Scriptures, that it came from the 
Holy Ghost. And I altogether deny the competency 
of that man to engage in theological discussions, who 
wants discrimination sufficient to perceive the differ- 
ence between these two widely varying positions, or 
who wants candour sufficient to prevent him from 
putting forth the one as identical with the other. And 

the reader is to be pitied who could be imposed upon 
by such misrepresentations. . 

On page 132, we read, ‘* The goodness and holi- 
* ness of the creation stood not in man alone, but 
‘‘ in every thing; for over all and every one of his 
‘¢ works God pronounced that they were good. It is 
‘a mistake to: speak of holiness as the property 
“only of a will; it is the property of a thing, as 
«the holy place;’ of the lower creatures, ‘ the holy 
‘and unholy; of creation, which being once holy 
“is now sinful. All creation was holy at the first 
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“ manifesting the holiness of bim that had created 
“it; and ground of temptation was then in nothing. 
‘* Man’s fall was a pure acting of man’s own, of his 
‘ will; to which indeed he was tempted by the devil, 
*¢ but most certainly not by his own mind or flesh, or 
“any of the lower creatures. The man fell in his 
** highest, noblest part, in his proper personality; and 
“sin entered into his mind, into his flesh, into crea- 
“ tion thereupon. They became sin possessed, devil- 
“minded, death stricken.” Here is a wide and in- 
teresting range of investigation opened. We must 
not however enter into the general inquiry how far, 
and in what way, the sin of man affected creation in 
the aggregate. We must compress our thoughts and 
link them down immoveably to one point of investiga- 
tion—Did the fall of man infuse moral evil or sin 
into the animals, vegetables, or inanimate substances 
around him, in the same way as Mr. Irving maintains 
that human nature, in ourselves and in Christ, is sin- 
ful? and to this every person of common understand- 
ing may promptly and unequivocally answer—No! 
The earth was cursed, but it was for man’s sake. 
Its productions may be applied to sinful purposes as 
the instruments of man’s depravity, but sin ean exist 
only in man himself. There were under the Levitical 
law “ clean and unclean animals,” but the distinction 
consisted not in their xatéuwre—it regarded altogether 
their wse in food or sacrifice. . There was a holy place 
and another most holy, in the tabernacle and temple ; 
but the distinction consisted not in the one having 
more inherent moral rectitude than the other—it arose 
altogether from the more or less sacred uses to which 
they were appropriated. I take the definition of 
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sin, given in the Assembly’s Catechism, and quoted 
with approbation by Mr. Irving, ‘Sin is any want 
of conformity unto or transgression of the law of 
God,” and from its nature I affirm that it can exist 
only in moral agents—in beings capable of knowing 
the law, and serving their Maker according to its 
principles. It can exist only where there is will, ca- 
pable of acknowledging moral obligation. 

By will | mean a moral natwre—a capability of 
being influenced by considerations of moral good or 
evil, right or wrong, virtue or vice, obedience or dis- 
obedience to the commands of the Divine Ruler. By 
possessing this nature, rather than by the difference of 
his corporeal or mental constitution, man is distin- _ 
guished from the inferior orders of creatures. Upon 
the state of this nature, as it is, or is not, conformed 
to the law of God, rather than upon any thing in the 
body or mind considered in themselves, depends our 
character as sinless or sinful, holy or unholy. Hence 
I must in toto deny Mr. Irving’s assertion that “ it is 
a mistake to speak of holiness as the property only of 
a will; it is the property of a thing.” I affirm that, 
strictly speaking, holiness is the property only of a 
will ; it ts not, it cannot be, the property of a thing. 
And to bring these reasonings to bear more closely 
and clearly upon the subject under discussion, let me 
recal to the reader’s attention a remark made in the 
early part of this work, to the effect that moral good 
or evil, as they are not properties of matter, so they 
cannot inhere in flesh. Our bones, sinews, and other 
parts of our corporeal organization, may be applied 
to a sinful or a holy use, but cannot be in themselves 
otherwise sinful or holy. I may add also that neither 
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can moral good or evil inhere in the intellect as 
they are not properties of mind. Our recollection, 
imagination, judgment, &c. may be applied to holy 
or sinful purposes, but cannot be otherwise in them- 
-selves holy or sinful. Man’s faculties of body and 
mind are the instruments of action, but cannot be the 
agent acting. That agent is the human w//, or moral 
nature, which, according as it inclines to or from God 
and his law—according as it yields to the influence | 
of good or evil motives—directs the powers to obe- 
dience or disobedience, and constitutes the man a 
holy and innocent, or a sinful and guilty being. The 
language of the apostle Paul, though figurative, is 
philosophically correct—“ Let not sin therefore reign 
in your mortal body, that ye should obey it in the 
lusts thereof; neither yield ye your members as the 
INSTRUMENTS of unrighteousness unto sin; but yield 
yourselves unto God as those that are alive from the 
dead, and your members as INSTRUMENTS of righte- 
ousness unto God.” 

To this view two objections may be offered. The 
one—that man’s moral nature is considerably influ- 
enced by his physical constitution. That habits of- 
body induced by diet or disease affect the disposition, 
every one must be aware who has not been culpably 
negligent of self-inspection and observation upon 
others. To indulgences of the appetite hindering 
spirituality, there can be no doubt the Apostle at least 
in part referred when he wrote, “ I keep under my 
body and bring it into subjection.” It is also admitted 
that a physical constitution more or less deranged, or, 
if you please, diseased, is derived with our birth. 
None of these causes however could induce or con- 
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stitute sin, apart from the concurrence of the will, 
which ought to have that firm adherence to rectitude, 
and that absolute ascendancy over the whole man, as 
would effectually counteract and overcome them. It 
is in the will or moral nature alone, that moral pro- 
pensities to evil can exist, or that moral capabilities of 
evil can dwell, and without sinfulness in it, there can 
be no sinfulness in the whole being. Hence our Re- 
deemer traces all sinfulness in man to the heart: 
“ out of the heart proceed evil thoughts, murders, 
adulteries, thefts, false witness, blasphemies; these 
are things which defile a man.” Wherefore I say not 
merely that a volition or acé of the will, is necessary 
to every act of sin—I say that the sinfulness of a 
nature depends altogether upon the state of the will, 
upon its dispositions towards moral good or moral 
evil, upon the kind of motives whose influence it 
inclines to acknowledge, the degree in which it is 
e@htrolled by them, and the facility with which they 
operate. | 

The other objection is in substance nearly, if not 
altogether similar, but will appear different and of 
much greater importance to many persons, on account 
of the ferm in which it is presented. It is, that the 
Apostle, particularly when describing what occurred 
within his own consciousness after he became a 
Christian, represents sin ‘as residing in the body and 
as altogether separate from the will. I shall quote 
the passage at length. “We know that the law is 
spiritual; but I am carnal, sold under sin. - For that 
which I do I allow not: for what I would, that do I 
not; but what I hate, that do I. If then I do that 
which I would not, I consent unto the law, that it is 
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good. Now then it is no more I that do it, but sin 
that dwelleth in me. For I know that in me, (that 
is, in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing: for to will 
is present with me; but how to perform that which 
is good, I find not. For the good that I would I de 
not: but the evil which I would not, that I do. Now 
if I do that I would not, it is no more I that do it, 
but’sin that dwelleth in me. I find then a law, that 
when I would do good, evil is present with me. For 
I delight in the law of God after the inward man: 
but I see another law in my members, warring against 
the law of my mind, and bringing me into captivity 
to the law of sin which is in my members. O 
wretched man that Iam! who shall deliver me from 
the body of this death? I thank God, through Jesus 
Christ our Lord. So then with the mind I myself 
serve the law of God, but with the flesh the law of 
sin; Rom. vii. 14—25. I advert to this passage not 
so much on account of the difficulty it presents in 
connexion with foregoing statements, as to obviate 
some dangerous perversions which have been made 
of it. 

The inspired writer is speaking of himselfias a rege- 
nerate man, and describes what every such person 
experiences. None other could say, “I delight in 
the law of God after the inner man,” for in the suc- 
ceeding chapter it is written, “the carnal mind is 
enmity against God; it is not subject to the law of 
God, neither indeed can be.” ‘According to my own 
views, regeneration is a change produced upon the 
will, so that it is more or less brought to receive im- 
pressions from another and an opposite class of mo- 
tives than had been previously acknowledged. To 
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express myself in language more familiar to some, I 
might say, regeneration is a change produced in the 
heart, whereby dispositions are inspired, the reverse 
of what had previously borne sway. It is promised 
by Ezekiel, “‘ a new heart will I give you, and a new 
spirit will I put within you; and I will take away the 
stony heart out of your flesh, and I will give you an _ 
heart of flesh.”* In the present life this change is 
imperfect ; there remains more or less of a tendency 
to evil in our moral nature, which takes advantage and 
makes use of the corporeal and mental deterioration 
of our faculties, to strengthen itself and serve its pur- 
poses; whereas that very deterioration of our physical 
powers, proportionably unfits,them for being employed 
as the instruments of holy volitions. Now it is, I ap- 
prehend, on account of the hindrance which our phy- 
sical powers, from their deteriorated state, present to 
the actings of cur new dispositions, and the conse- 
quent proportionate aid they give to the actings of the 
evil heart which yet dwells in us, that sin is said to 
be ‘a law in our members.” Still the senfudness of 
our corporeal and mental natures, is not a property 7- 
herent in them, considered in the abstract, but adto- 
gether depends upon the influence by which they are 
controlled, and the purposes they serve. The state- 
ment now given, that there is in every regenerate 
man in this life a tendency of will to what is sinful, 
and a tendency of will to what is holy, may enable 
us to understand why the Apostle describes the sin 
which dwelt in him as separate from his will; “ That 


* How can this promise of * a heart of flesh,” be explained consistently 
wath Mr. Irving’s declaration that no one dare interpret that word ‘ flesh’ 
otherwise than sinful flesh 2°? 
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which I do, I allow not; for what I would, that do‘I - 
not; but what I hate that do I.” He wrote of him- 
self as a Christian—according to what he professed 
to be before the world, according to what he was 
accounted in the sight of God, according to what he 
really was, according to the substantive aggregate of 
his person as a sincere servant of Christ. He consi- 
dered himself and spoke of himself as a true soldier 
engaged under prince Immanuel, fighting the good 
fight of faith, and combating not only with foes with- 
out but also with an enemy yet petent within. That 
enemy sometimes partially prevailed to prevent his 
accomplishing plans of service for his beloved Com- 
mander, and even to take him captive. But it was 
only to take him captive, not to seduce him from his 
loyalty ; and so soon as possible he escaped from the 
power of the adversary, and applied himself to the 
combat again. 

Another difficulty however may be suggested ;— 
Does not the sacred writer deny the culpability of a 
regenerate man, for the workings of sin within him, 
when he states, “the good that 1 would, I do not; 
but the evil which I would not, that Ido. Now if I 
do that I would net, it is no more I that do it, but 
sin that dwelleth in me”? An insinuation in itself 
fearfully dangerous, yet which, Iam apprehensive, has 
gained footing in certain quarters, and is likely to be 
promoted by a certain style of preaching and writing, 
not altogether unpopular. On it I remark, that 
whatever may be the correct explanation of the text, 
the one alluded to cannot for a moment be enter- 
tained. The sins of saints, so far from not being 
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considered as rendering them personally culpable be- 
fore God, have always been visited by. the Most High, 
and deplored by themselves, as marked by peculiar 
heinousness.. Witness David, Jonah, Hezekiah, and 
Peter. Mr. Irving allows that acts of transgression 
are to be reputed sins chargeable on the individual; 
he denies, however, that the “ motions” of depravity 
in our hearts are to be so accounted. After quoting, 
the catalogue of works of the flesh, from Galatians v. 
he observes, “to all these sins a man is tempted 
“through the flesh; otherwise they would not be 
* called ‘fruits of the flesh :’ and the will of the 
“ flesh is to do all these things ; and when we consent 
‘ to that will of the flesh, we commit sin. But if we 
consent not, we commit not sin. If any one say, 
that by being merely temptable through the flesh 
“ we commit sin, then doth he destroy all distinction 
“ between a saint who overcomes the flesh, and a 
‘« sinner who is overcome of the flesh: for I suppose 
‘‘ no one will allege that the flesh of a saint differeth 
‘in any thing from the flesh of. a sinner ;—at least, 
-* T know Paul doth not allege so, who saith, ‘In me, 
‘“ that is, in my flesh, dwelleth no good thing.’ Well, 
“‘ then, if sin consisteth not in having temptable flesh, 
“ but in yielding to the temptation, our Lord sinned 
“ not, though ever tempted through the flesh, because 
“he yielded not to the temptation; and. being so, ~ 
* that in the constitution of his person original sin 
“‘ was avoided, and: that in the whole of his life ac- 
‘* tual sin was avoided: he was in all things sinless, 
“though laden with sinful flesh.” p.25. At pre- 
sent I confine the reader’s attention to the principle 
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here laid down; its application to our Lord will be 
considered hereafter. First; let us hear the word of 
God. The wickedness. of the antediluvian world 
consisted in the workings of indwelling sin, as much 
as in external impiety and violence ; ‘“‘ God saw. that 
the wickedness, of man was. great in, the earth, and 
_ that EVERY IMAGINATION OF THE THOUGHTS OF 
HIS HEART was only evil continually ;”’ Gen. vi. 5. 
David acknowledges, that the authority of Ged ex- 
tends to the state of the inner man; “ Behold. thou 
desirest truth in the INWARD PARTS, and in the hid- 
den. parts. thou shalt make us to know wisdom ;”’ 
Psalm li. 6. Selomon teaches that forming an evil 
imagination is a, transgression; ‘‘the THOUGHT OF 
FOOLISHNESS is sin; Proverbs xxiv. 9. God by 
Jeremiah declares that his final sentence, ordaining 
the future destiny of man, will be founded upon_his 
knowledge of the heart; “The heart is deceitful: 
above all things, and, desperately wicked ; who can 
know it? I the Lord sEARCH THE HEART, I TRY THE 
REINS, even to give every man according to his ways, 
and according to the fruit of his doings ;’ Ch. xvii. 
9, 10. According to the summary of the law given by 
our Saviour, it accounts.as sin every defect in the con- 
formity of any part of our nature to it; “ Thou shalt 
love the Lord thy God with ALL. THy HEART, and 
with ALL. THY SOUL, and. with ALL THY MIND, and 
with ALL THY STRENGTH ;’ Luke xi. 27. God, whe 
is infinite in purity and knowledge, and who requires 
in each that complete assimilation to himself in which 
man was. made, must regard as disobedience to his 
high authority every disposition contrary to his will.— 
Secondly ; if we look at the nature of the works of 
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the flesh, it may be at once perceived that they con- 
sist chiefly, if not altogether, in disposition, and can- 
not rise in the heart without an infraction of our 
obligation. Hatred is a state of feeling, and cannot 
be without the commission of sin. The same remark 
will apply to variance, emulations, wrath, strife, and 
envyings. The very existence of such feelings in 
the compass of our being is a sin, because it is ‘a 
want of conformity to,’ and ‘a transgression of,’ the 
Divine law.—Thirdly; evil dispositions are sins 
chargeable upon the individual in whom they are 
found, because they’ could not exist in him except 
through a defect in his love to God and holiness. 
The admission of them within our person, is so far 
the concurrence of our will with them.—Fourthly ; 
let it not be said that ‘ the renewed nature of the be- 
liever approves not of these unholy dispositions, and 
therefore the blame of them attaches not to him; 
were that principle recognized, the more outrageous 
the crimes perpetrated by him, the less censurable 
would he be, because it is proportionably the more 
‘repugnant to what is called his renewed nature. He 
is guilty for every sinful propensity, if for no other 
reason, for this, that it can exist only in consequence 
of his defective faith in the Divine testimony, his 
neglect of keeping under the body, his not been vi- 
gilant and resolute in guarding against temptation, 
the imperfect determination of his will in behalf of 
rectitude, and his omitting prayer and dependence 
upon the Saviour’s grace. 

When therefore the Apostle Paul declares aif the 
workings of an evil nature within him, prompting to 
sin and sometimes leading him captive to its designs 
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“ it is no more I that do it but sin that dwelleth in 
me,” he designs not to exonerate himself from being | 
a transgresser by such acts. His expressions must 
intend that sins committed by him were what his ge- 
neral state of heart deplored and abhorred ; that they 
were not so reputed his, as either to endanger his 
safety before God, or invalidate his professions of 
the faith which justifies; that, notwithstanding them, 
he was in his average character, not a worker of ini- 
quity, but a doer of holiness; and, that the part of 
his moral nature with which he identified himself, 
which he sought and longed should be, and knew 
sooner or later would be, his only moral being, utterly 
disapproved and disavowed them. As it is written in 
the commencement of the succeeding chapter, “‘ There 
is therefore now no condemnation to them that are 
in Christ Jesus, who walk not after the flesh but after 
the Spirit.” The words do not include in the Divine 
favour those only, who are perfect in holiness, who are 
never chargeable with sin; the expressions were not 
‘designed to teach that the man who in any instance 
or degree is chargeable with “ works of the flesh,” is 
not to be recognized as a partaker of the great salva- 
tion: were the verse to be so interpreted, who in 
this world could hope ? for, apart from the conscious- 
ness of every real saint, we have the declarations of 
the Holy Ghost that “ there is not a just man upon 
earth who doeth good and sinneth not,” and that “ if 
we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, 
and. his word is not in us.” The statement must con- 
sequently be understood as describing the genera] ha- 
bit and average course of conduct in justified persons. 

I now come upon the important subject of regene- 
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ration. If by stating that “ regeneration addeth no- 
thing, withdraweth nothing, changeth nothing of our 
created substance,” the writer intends that it is not 
an alteration of the body, that it is neither an addi- 
tion nor a subtraction affecting our animal organiza- 
tion, every one will agree with him in opinion. Or, 
if his meaning be, that the change does not affect our 
_ intellectual nature, altering, increasing, or diminishing 
our powers of mind, most readily do we assent to it. 
But if, as I strongly suspect, his impression be that 
regeneration does not affect man’s moral nature, never 
surely was a more antiscriptural position broached. 
What was the promise of God to the Israelites, 
worded in phraseology adapted to the economy under 
which they lived? “ The Lord thy God will cireum- 
cise thine HEART, and the HEART of thy seed, to 
Love the Lord thy God with all thine HEART, and 
with all thy soul, that thon mayest live :” Deut. xxx. 
6. What was the prayer of David when supplicating 
holiness from God ? “ Create in me a CLEAN HEART, 
O God, and renew a RIGHT sprRIT within me ;” 
Psalm i, 10. What was the call of Jehovah by Eze- 
kiel to the Jews? “Cast away from you all your 
transgressions, whereby ye have transgressed; and 
make you a NEW HEART, and a NEW sprIRIT:” Ch. 
xviii. 31. Wherein consisted, in the worship of the 
Pharisees, that which rendered all their services an 
abomination to the Lord? “ This people honoureth 
me with their lips, but their HEART is far from me ;” 
Mark vii. 6. What is implied in the solemn admo- 
nition of Peter to Simon? ‘ Thou hast neither part 
nor lot in this matter,” “ for I perceive thatthine HEART 
is not right in the sight of God?” Acts viii. 21. 
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What are we taught in the awfully awakening ad- 
monition addressed .to the Church in Corinth? ‘“ If 
any man LOVE NoT the LordjJesus Christ, let him be 
Anathema Maranatha ;’ 1 Epist. xvi. 22. What is 
set forth to the Ephesian Christians as the lesson 
taught by “the truth as it isin Jesus?” “ That ye put 
off, concerning the former conversation, the old man 
which is corrupt according to the deceitful lusts ; and 
be RENEWED in the sPIRIT OF YOUR MIND; and that 
ye put on the new man, which after God is created 
in righteousness and true holiness :” Ch. iv. 22—24. 
Can any one acquainted with the Apostle Paul, on 
comparing his dispositions before conversion, with his 
dispositions after conversion, for a moment doubt that 
his dispositions underwent a change, so that that 
Jesus, who previously had been the object of his de- 
termined hatred, came to be the object of his ardent 
devotion and delight? Is it not as to his dispositions 
that the regenerated man is born again? and is it not 
the fact that the regenerated man finds pleasure in ob- 
jects and pursuits he was once averse to, while he 
takes no interest in others wherein he formerly had 
the greatest enjoyment? Try his dispositions in re- 
gard to the Scriptures, in regard to private prayer, in 
regard to spiritual conversation, im regard to the doc- 
trines of the gospel, in regard to the ordinances of 
worship, in regard to the conversion and salvation of 
others, and if you perceive no change, either your 
discernment must be imperfect, or the Word of God 
untrue. 

It appears by some of his expressions, that Mr. Irving 
considers the moral nature of man to remain, in itself, 


precisely the same after regeneration as it was before, 
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excepting that the Holy Spirit constrains it to subserve 
holy purposes. ‘“‘ What is regeneration? Not the 
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striking of a new virtue through the fallen sub- 
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stance, but the upholding it in its present state by 
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action of the invisible Godhead. Iam made will- 
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ing; I am made obedient by Him of whom I am 
‘“ made a member; His persoa, not mine, hath the 
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glory. It is God who worketh in me to will and 
* to do of his good pleasure.” I will not yield te 
Mr. Irving in ascribmg the holiness of the saints te 
the power of the Holy Spirit and the glory of Christ. 
I will go farther than he, and say of Adam in Para- 
dise that his nature was made holy, and kept holy, 
and that God wrought in him to will and to do of his 
good pleasure. Yea, I would affirm the same of the 
redeemed in heaven, and of all the pure and blessed 
angels, I would alse go farther than he in zeal for 
the honour of Divine influence, by not ascribing to 
that influence what is absurd and impossible. He 
declares of the manheod of Christ that 7¢ was made 
holy, and kept holy, and yet at the same time was 
not holy in itself. Now how a moral nature ¢an be holy, 
and yet not be holy zz ¢tself, I am at a loss to con- 
eeive. A proud man, may beeome a humble man. 
A covetous man, may become a generous man. A 
selfish man, may become a benevolent man. A 
carnally-minded man, may become a_ spiritually- 
minded man. A man that hated God, may become 
a man that loves Ged. But hatred of God, can never 
be the love of God. Carnal-mindedness, can never 
be spiritual-mindedness. Selfishness, can never be 
benevolence. Avarice, can never be generosity. Pride, 
ean never be humility. We know that “ with God 
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all things are possible.” Yet it is no impeachment of 
his power to say “ God cannot lie.” Neither is it to say 
he cannot make a thing that which, being made, it does 
not become. We say so to the Roman Catholic Church 
in regard to transubstantiation. We say so to Mr. 
Irving in regard to regeneration and the sanctity of 
Christ’s manhood. — | 

Before leaving this subject, which though far from 
being exhausted, I must not further enlarge upon, I 
cannot forbear noticing an extraordinary statement 
which Mr. Irving gives on page 137. It is, that no 
persons were regenerated or became the sons of God 
before the day of Pentecost. I transcribe only part 
of the paragraph ;—‘“ The baptism with the Holy 
*“¢ Ghost was in the day of Pentecost; and this was 
‘* the beginning of his action and office as the Baptist 
“‘ with the Holy Ghost: then was the first act of 
*‘ regeneration ; then did members first begin to be 
“* joined to the body of Christ; then did sons of God 
* first begin to be borne through a regenerating act 
*“ of the second Adam: for under the law it was the 
* highest treason for any one to call himself ‘ Son of 
“ God: then was fulfilled, both to Jew and Gentile, 
* that word which is written, John i. 12, 13, ‘ But 
‘* as many as received him, to them gave he power 
“ to become the sons of God, even to them that be- 
“ lieve on his name; which were born, not of blood, 
“ nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, 
*“ but of God.” On this I observe, First, that by 
comparing Acts ii. 1—21, x. 44-—47, xi. 15—18, 
xix. 1—6, it appears that the baptism of the Holy 
Ghost on the day of Pentecost consisted in the shed- 
ding forth of miraculous gifts, particularly the gift of 
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tongues; and will Mr. Irving affirm that it is by the 
communication of these gifts, men are born again? if 
he does, how will he explain 1 Cor. xiii. 1—3 P— 
Secondly, not to mention saints under the former 
dispensation, what shall we say of the Apostles them- 
selves, and the remainder of the hundred and twenty, 
who “ all continued with one accord in prayer and 
supplication” before the day of Pentecost ? were they 
or were they not regenerated ?—Thirdly, in the case 
of what Gentile, was the statement in John i. 12, 13, 
fulfilled on the day of Pentecost ?—Fourthly, It is 
true the Jews considered the title “ the Son of God” 
exclusively appropriate to the Messiah and as imply- 
ing equality of nature with God; and therefore were 
a person whom they did not regard as the Messiah to 
assume it, he would, in their view, incur the guilt of 
blasphemy. I scarcely need observe that in this sense 
the name is not applied to any one but the Saviour. In 
a subordinate sense, as designating the professing 
people of God, we find it employed long anterior to 
the Mosaic law, in Genesis vi. 2, 4; Job. i. 6; ii. I. 
It is altogether unaccountable that a person sustain- 
ing the sacred office of the ministry, and writing for 
the instruction of the public on the awfully important 
subjects of religious truth, should venture assertions 
so palpably groundless and absurd; more especially 
when he assumes the prerogatives of a general censor, 
and anathematizes without compromise all who dissent 
from his opinions. Happily however for us, if the 
fulfiment of his denunciations depends on the scrip- 
tural authority of his positions or the logical accuracy 
of his reasonings, we may console ourselves with the — 
assurance that “ the curse causeless shall not come.” 
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SECTION VI. 


Mr. Irving’s Statements on THE Union or Br- 
LIEVERS WITH CHRIST AND Gop. 


“ The next doctrine that is.overthrown by these 
spurious views of our Lord’s humanity is the most 
precious doctrine of our union with Christ; which 
cometh only of his previous union with us. If he — 
was not during his life, of our flesh and bones, we 
cannot in this, the day of his glory, be of his flesh 
and bones. The form of the doctrine of union lies 
in this, that it is in God’s person to establish with 
a human person such a bond as no created powers 
can rend asunder: and the name for such a union 
as no creature violence, resistance and rebellion can 
rend asunder, is faith, The origin of such'a union 
is in the Persons of the blessed Trinity, and the 
measure of it is from the same high original: ‘ That 
they may be one, as we are... That they all may 
be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee; 
that they also may be one in us.’ To show the 
union which is between the Father and the Son, is 
one great end both of the Fall and the Incarnation. 
A whole creation is permitted to rush amain from 
God, and to abuse all its vast powers in withdraw- 
ing his responsible creatures away from him. This 
is the utmost possible distraction, the greatest 
weight of separation which can be; a whole crea- 
tion under the power of God’s enemy combined to 
withdraw from God, to darken, to hide, to hinder 
and prevent all communication with him. The 
Son, who is one with the Father, comes into this 
creation thus concentrated against God; and with 
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all its might concentrated into one hour and power 
of darkness: in his agony and on his cross it ‘is 
permitted to work amain agaist the Incarnate 
Son. What can resist this but a union stronger 
than creation, a love stronger than death, a one- 
ness closer than the dissolution of the grave? 
something inereate, for all creation is rush- 
ing the other way; something superhuman, for 
all human persons have been withdrawn from their 
“ confidence. And thus Christ’s perfect faith, his 
‘¢ inviolate union with bis Father, his unbroken com- 
munion, doth preve him to be not a creature, doth 
*¢ prove him to be inseparable from God, doth prove 
«him to be one with God. This unity of uncreated 
“ substance between the Father and the Son, [ say, 
‘* was proved by the fixedness of his faith during that 
“ hour and power of darkness ; which he regarded as 
“¢ of an importance so far surpassing any other act of 
“ his life, that he said in entering upon it, ‘ Now is 
“ my Father glorified.” The surpassing importance 
“ of it lay in this, that whereas the temptation in the 
** wilderness was his personal conflict with the Prince 
“ of darkness, and his ministry the power he had got- 
“ ten over him, his agony and crucifixion was a con- 
“ troversy with all the powers of a sunk and sinful 
*“‘ creation assaulting him from the strong-hold of 
* death and the grave. And if his faith had failed 
* then, all had been for ever lost; but his faith stand- 
“ ing stedfast, proved that between God and this man 
“there was a union indivisible, which all creation 
“ could not shake fora moment. And when this union 
“ of Christ with the Father had been established be- 
“yond all power and possibility of disruption, it be- 
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comes to us the assurance of a union with Christ, 
which is of a kind equally indestructible. As he is 
one with the Father, so are we one with him. The 
union between them is the measure of the union 
between him and us. If an antagonist creation 
could not break the one, an antagonist creation can- 
not break the other. If neither life nor death, nor 


principalities, nor powers, could separate him from 


God, no more can they separate us from him: if 
he made a show of them openly on his cross, tri- 
umphing over them, so also may we. If neither 
height nor depth, nor any other creature, could 
separate him from the love of God, no more can 
they separate us from his love. In his union with 
the Father, is the form and measure of our union 
with him: and what could not break the one, can- 
not break the other. This is the nature of faith ; 
this is the definition of faith, that it gives a union 
with Christ, equal in strength to the union of the per- 
sons in the Godhead ; is not by creation’s state af- 
fected, is not by creation’s warfare disturbed,. is 
not by inward darkness and desolateness, nor by 
outward circumstances of pain and anguish, nor by 
death, nor by corruption, nor by any thing what- 
ever, which men or devils, which the world or the 
flesh can do, subverted or overthrown. And by 
thus being above the injury of created things, is 
faith proved te be not of creative growth, but the 
work of our Creator, the work of a Divine person, 
and by a Divine person ever sustained. It is prov- 
ed to be union through the flesh with one who is 
united to God; it is proved to be union with his 
flesh, by the means of one who is likewise united 


230 


‘to God; the former the Son, the latter the Holy 
“ Ghost. If I understand any thing of faith, it is 
“‘ that which Christ proved in the garden and on the 
‘“‘ tree; if I know any thing of union, it is that which, 
“ being between the persons of the Godhead, is by 
‘* them transplanted into the members of Christ, to 
“be their inseparable communion with the Head, 
“and with one another. This is the root of the mat- 
“ ter; and behold how it is rooted up by the spurious 
‘‘ and heretical tenets of those who hold Christ’s flesh 
“or human nature to have been inherently holy, and 
‘no part of his temptations, of which I say it was 
“ the chief part, the sting and strength of them all.” 
pp. 128—130. 

In this long paragraph, although treating upon a 


most interesting and important Christian doctrine, 
there is much more of rhapsody than of reason, and, 
as in every other part of the volume, to analyse the 
writer's meaning is much more difficult than to expose 
its fallacy when ascertained. He states plainly, in- 
deed, that ‘‘ to show the union which is between the 
Father and the Son, is one great end both of the Fall 
and the Incarnation.” But what part of Scripture 
authorizes such a statement ? Were I to frame a sen- 
tence of the kind at all, it would rather be, that to 
show the distinction between the Father and the Son 
was the design, or rather result, of the Fall and the 
Incarnation—for, certainly, their separate personality 
is declared more openly by the mediatorial work than 
it ever had been before. Again; we are told that 
“ Christ’s perfect faith doth prove him to be not a 
creature.” How can faith exist in the Being who is 
not created? Is it not by the Holy Ghost defined to 
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be “the confidence of things hoped for, the evi- 
dence of things not seen?” and what things can 
be objects of hope—what things can be “ not seen” — 
to God? Does not faith regard a testimony on sub- 
jects which, being beyond the range of our know- 


ledge, or we ate backward to believe, we should 


not otherwise discover or might not properly re- 
gard? but how can we, without an impeachment of 
Jehovah's Deity, ascribe to him this lack of informa- 
tion and attention ? If Adam had not fallen, would his 
perfect faith have proved him “ to be not a creature?” 
Christ, I have stated before, walked by faith as to 
his human nature, (for surely no one but Mr. Irving 
will affirm that if was in his Divine nature;) are we 
then to believe that his manhvod was not created, 
but Divine? Mr. Irving’s theory however requires 
that he should attribute Christ’s faith, not to his hu- 
manity, but to his Deity, because if resident in and 
exercised by the former, it would militate against 
the utter and exclusive sinfulness of that nature. His 
system will not allow him to admit the existence of 
belief, or love, or humility, or repentance, in the man 
himself ; he represents them as the exercises and act- 
ings of the Divine person of the Son in us, making 
use of “ Holy Ghost power,” so that it is not man 
that believes, or loves, or is humble, or repents, but 
it is Christ ; and in this way, as we have seen, he in- 
terprets the expression, “ I live, yet-not I, but Christ 
liveth in me.”— Further ; “ if Iknow any thing of union, 
it is that which being between the persons of the 
Godhead, is by them transplanted into the members 
of Christ,'to be their inseparable communion with 
the Head and. with one another.” This inti- 
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mates that the union between the Father and the 
Son in the Godhead, is the very same as that 
which exists between Christ and his followers, or 
among his followers one with another. If so, the 
Father and the Son must be separate and independent 
beings ; for surely it will not be affirmed that, although 
Christ and his people are separate persons, yet the 
union subsisting between them is of such a nature, 
that they together constitute one being, in the same 
way as the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, 
constitute One Jehovah. It would be little less than 
impiety to entertain such a supposition. I do not 
think that the expression in John xvii. “ that they all 
may be one as we are,” refers to the union between 
the Persons in the Godhead, as typical of the union 
established between believers with each other, with 
Christ and with God. I consider that it relates to 
the oneness of regard, of eterest, of devotedness, 
subsisting between Jehovah and the Mediator, rather 
than to oneness of eaistence between the Divine na- 
ture of the Father and the Divine nature of the Son. 
Certainly it is a moral union, not a unity of being, 
which forms the fellowship of God and Christ with 
believers, and in reference to that fellowship the 
prayer was offered by our great Intercessor, “ Neither 
pray I for these alone, but for them also which shall 
believe on me through their word ; that they all may 
be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, 
that they also may be one in us: and that the world 
~ may believe that thou hast sent me.” It is surely 
only of moral resemblance that the Apostle Peter 
declares believers to be “ partakers of the Divine na- 
ture.” It is surely only of the most intimate moral union 


233 


and communion that the Apostle John speaks, 
** Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is the Son of 
God, God dwelleth in him, and he in God. And we 
have known and believed the love that God hath to 
us. God is love; and he that dwelleth in love 
dwelleth in God, and God in him.” _ To this moral 
union among all believers, the Apostle Paul refers in 
the epistle to the Galatians,“ There is neither Jew 
nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there is nei- 
ther male nor female ; for ye are all one in Christ 
Jesus.” And this is the nearest approximation to 
identity, which can exist among separate beings. The 
establishment of this union among all the unsinning 
or redeemed inhabitants of the universe, appears to 
be contemplated as one grand achievement of the 
Mediatorial administration; “ that in the dispensation 
of the fulness of times, he might gather together in 
one all things in Christ, both which are in heaven, 
‘and which are in earth, even in him.” 

Mr. Irving represents fazth as the medium of union 
between God and his people through Christ; that 
union, therefore, must be of a different kind from what 
subsists among the Persons in the Godhead. ‘ The 
form of the doctrine of union lies in this, that it is in 
God’s person to establish with a human person, such 
a bond as no created powers can rend asunder: and 
‘the name of such a union is faith. The origin of 
such a union is in the Persons of the blessed Trinity ; 
and the measure of it is from the same high original : 
‘ That they may be one, as we are’”—&c. Can he 
possibly mean that the union in the Godhead is by 
faith? that the Divine Persons are assured of each 
other’s existence by testimony, and are one with each 
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other by the belief of that testimony? He repre- 
sents faith, as a bond of union which no created 
power can'rend. That it is so between the saved 
with Christ, and through him with God, I stedfastly 
maintain ; its being so however arises not from its 
nature, but from the contents of the inspired record 
which it regards, and the sustaining power of God 
vouchsafed through the Mediator. Hence the decla- 
ration of our Lord to Peter, “Simon, Simon, Satan 
hath desired to have you that he may sift you as 
wheat ; but I HAVE PRAYED FOR THEE, THAT THY 
FAITH FAIL Not.” Did not oursfirst parents’ stand- 
ing depend upon their faith, so that it was not un- 
til their faith failed, that they fell from innocence and 
bliss?) But it is time to divert our attention from 
what is false to what is true. 

Various allusions are introduced by the Holy Spirit 
to illustrate the union between our Saviour and his 
people. He is the Foundation; they are the lively 
stones, builded together thereon, a spiritual house. 
He is the true Vine; they are branches which, if the 
connexion be real, derive from him the sap of Divine 
influence, making them faithful in Christian virtues. 
He is the Sun; they are dependent luminaries revolv- 
ing round him, and resplendent by reflecting his 
beams. He is the Head; they are members of his 
body, who, separated from him, cannot live. Other 
allusions indicate the truth symbolized by these me- 
taphors. He is the great and good Shepherd; 
they the sheep he guards and feeds.. He is the 
mighty and glorious Monarch ; they the loyal subjects 
of his throne. He is the great High Priest ; they are 
the congregation in whose behalf he ministers before 
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God, making atonement and intercession. He is the 
all-sufficient and bountiful Benefactor; they the needy 
ones supplied from his inexhaustible fulness. Again; 
we have other allusions setting forth the relation sub- 
sisting, through Christ, between God and the re- 
deemed. He is their Father who loves them with 
perfect love; they are his children who delight in 
him, commune with him, and obey him. He is their 
Portion, whose infinite perfections are devoted to their 
benefit ; they prize him above all other objects of re- 
gard as the chief good. He is their Proprietor who 
claims them as his own; they are the property he has 
acquired by the purchase of his Son’s sacrifice, and 
the conquest of his Spirit’s power. Blessed above 
description or conception must they be who are com: 
prehended in the bonds of such an union. The 
bonds themselves are as follow :— 

First, God's sovereign choice and predestination, 
made on the foresight of the fall, whereby, in the 
knowledge that if left to themselves, none would re- 
ceive the salvation to be revealed, he did elect whom 
he pleased, to be partakers of regeneration, justifica- 
tion, glorification. Of this we read, Eph. i. 3—6, 
*¢ Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, who hath blessed us with all spiritual bless- 
ings in heavenly places in Christ ; according as he 
hath chosen us in him before the foundation of the 
world, that we should be holy, and without blame be- 
fore him in love; having predestinated us unto the 
adoption of children by Jesus Christ unto himself, 
according to the good pleasure of his will, to the 
praise of the glory of his grace, wherem he hath 
made us accepted in the Beloved.” ‘This decree of 
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life is not contingent. It was formed irrespective of 
worthiness in man. It originated in the free favour 
of the Deity himself, not in the foresight of good 
works in its objects. It is immutable, “ for whom he 
did foreknow, he also did predestinate to be con- 
formed to the image of his Son, that he might be the 
first-born among many brethren. Moreover whom he 
did predestinate, them he also called, and whom he 
called them he also justified, and whom he justified 
them he also glorified.” Rom. viii. 29, 30. Not a 
few persons take alarm.when this doctrine is ad- 
vanced, and even shun those parts of Sacred Writ in 
which it is recorded. They urge ‘ that it is much 
controverted, that it is hard to be understood, that it 
is not essential, that it has been misrepresented and 
perverted, that at best it is only strong meat which be- 
longeth to them that are of full age.’ But there is no 
part of evangelical truth which has not been objected 
to on the same grounds. The Spirit of wisdom and 
holiness has put it forward to the attention of man- 
kind in the Scriptures, and I know not why we should 
not study and preach all that he has revealed. 
Secondly, the mediatorial work of Christ is at 
once the basis on which this union rests, and a 
guarantee of its permanence. The holy and righteous 
Governor of all could recognise no fellowship with 
his creatures inconsistently with law, and when guilt 
had been contracted, the original bond of union be- 
tween himself and the beings he had made was dis- 
solved, excepting as to support from him of simple 
existence. In the atonement accomplished by the 
Redeemer, a foundation was laid whereon the union 
might be restored. In order to its being re-established, 
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Immanuel gave himself and was given of God. All 
who were redeemed by the sacrifice of Calvary, are 
precious to the Father and the Son as the blood which 
was then shed. Jesus has entered the most holy 
place, he has appeared before the throne as our Me- 
diator and Advocate. His appointment to the office 
by the Father, his assumption of it himself, and his 
perpetual discharge of it, ensure the permanence ot 
the communion that is enjoyed through it. Where- 
fore is he invested with universal dominion? where- 
fore is he constituted Lord of lords and King of 
kings ? wherefore are all spiritual blessings entrusted 
to his hands? Is it not at once the pledge and the 
means that the reconciliation shall be perfect and 
eternal? The mediation of Christ is a great and: wise 
arrangement of the Divine mercy, extending lofty as 
God’s throne, and low as the lowliest believer, joining 
all enclosed by its embrace in fellowship which shall 
know no interruption, no end. 

Thirdly, that fellowship is revealed and is further 
secured by the Covenant of grace, recorded in the 
Sacred. Scriptures and proclaimed to the faith of man- 
kind in the Gospel. This covenant is not a series of 
stipulations from God to bestow certain privileges on 
men, having appended to it certain conditions to be 
fulfilled, whereupon the privileges are to be obtained; 
its blessings are altogether gifts of mercy. It is no 
suggestion made by our Maker for our consideration, 
to be modified according to our will; in it Jehovah 
sets forth and certifies his unchangeable design of 
grace to sinners, It is not merely a proposal of favour, 
which they to whom it is made are at liberty to re- 
ceive or reject according to their option, and without 
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being amenable for their conduct towards it; it is a 
“ paw of faith,” binding by the Divine authority on 
all to. whom it is announced, and it is under peril of 
the heaviest. penal consequences we neglect the salva- 
tion it declares. 

Its general substance is given in Jeremiah xxxi, 33, 
34, and quoted in the epistle to the Hebrews, viii. 
10-12. “ This is the covenant that I will make with 
the house of Israel after those days saith the Lord; I. 
will put my laws into their mind, and_ write 
them in their hearts: and I will. be to them a 
Ged, and they shall. be to me a people, and they 
shall not teach every man, his neighbour, and every 
man his brother, saying, know the Lord: for all shall 
know me, from the least to the greatest; for I will 
be merciful to their unrighteousness, and their sins 
and their iniquities will I remember no more.” This 
covenant was intimated to our first parents after the 
Fall, in the curse denounced upon, the serpent... It 
was formerly established with Abraham. It is fully 
detailed in the writings of the Evangelists and Apos- 
tles. As the Sinaic Covenant was dedicated with the 
blood of goats and calves, this has been for ever con- 
secrated by the sacrifice of Christ, thence called. ‘‘ the 
blood of the everlasting covenant.’ Moreover, it is 
confirmed by the cath of God, “ for when God made 
promise to Abraham, because he could swear by no 
greater, he sware by himself, saying, Surely blessing 
I will bless thee, and multiplying I will multiply 
thee: and so after he had patiently endured, he ob- 
tained the promise. For men verily swear by the 
greater, and an oath for confirmation is to them an 
end of all strife. Wherein .God,. willing more abun- 
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dantly to show unto the heirs of promise the immu- 
tability of his counsel, confirmed it by an oath. That 
by two immutable things, in which it was impossible 
for God to lie, we miglit have a strong consolation, 
who have fled for refuge to the hope set before us.” 
Hebrews vi. 13—18. This covenant is everlasting ; 
God hath commanded it for ever; ‘ the mountains 
‘shall depart, and the hills be removed ; but my kind- 
ness shall not depart from thee, neither shall the 
covenant of my peace be removed, saith the Lord that 
hath mercy on thee.” Isa. liv. 10, 

Fourthly, faith in the gospel, as it is the means of 
introduciion to this fellowship, may also be regarded 
as a2 means of its continuance. : 

When our Lord represents himself as the vine, and 
his people as the branches, he of course does not in- 
tend a physical connexion. According to God's or- 
dinance of salvation revealed and certified by his co- 
venant, his favour belongs to every one who confides 
in the Redeemer. This, as before observed, is an 
arrangement founded in sovereignty, yet is of absolute 
and undoubted certainty, equally with what are called 
the laws of nature. But the Divine favour is not the 
only benefit guaranteed by this ordinance to the be- 
lieving sinner. God has revealed that he shall be 
sanctified as well as justified, that influences shall be 
imparted to make him wise and holy, working in him 
to will and to do of God's good pleasure, and so 
causing him to “ abound in the fruits of righteous- 
ness.” Moreover, the belief of “ the record which 
God has given of his Son,’ produces in the heart a 
moral union with him, As that record represents him 
as infinitely glorious, the belief of it inspires the high- 
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est complacence and delight towards him. As that 
record represents him as the depository of all spiritual 
blessings, the belief of it inspires him with dependence 
upon him for them.* As that record represents his 
authority and claims, the belief of it inspires unqua- 
lified and vigilant practical devotedness to his service 
and glory. As that record declares him the Mediator 
in whom Jehovah is propitious to the guilty, and 
through whom they have communion with the Most 
High, the belief of it inspires an approach into the 
holiest of all, with our adoration, prayers and thanks- 
givings. ‘This faith indeed is of Divine origin ; it is 
imparted and sustained, as life in man, only by Divine 
influence. Therefore are the saints described as kept 
by the power of God through faith. ‘The union 
formed by it must consequently depend on the perma- 
nence of the Divine power operating to sustain it. 
That however depends on the permanence of the Di- 
vine love, of which we have ample assurance in the 
decree of predestination, the mediatorial work of 
Christ, and the everlasting covenant of grace. 

Fifthly, the Communion of the Holy Spirit, con- 
sisting in his in-dwetling and gracious operations in 
the heart, is to be regarded as a further cement and 
pledge of this union. 

We read, “ there is one body and one spirit,” 
as if the influences of the Holy Ghost possessed by 
each of the redeemed, were to be considered as the 
animating soul that pervades the church as the body 
of Christ whereby the whole, whatever diversity ex- 
ists in its parts, is constituted one mystical person. 
Each member has and feels a moral identity with all the 

% See Note D. 
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rest, so ‘that whether one member suffer, all the mem- 
bers suffer with it, or one member rejoice, all the 
members rejoice with it.’ Nor is the sympathy con- 
fined to the members ; it includes the Head, for even 
He is “ touched with the feeling of our infirmities.” 

“ Know ye not,” it is demanded, “ that your bo- 
dies are the temples of the Holy Ghost which is in 
you, which ye have of God?” an:appeal which im- 
plies both the Deity of the Spirit and his in-dwelling 
in believers. ‘This in-dwelling is not by personal 
union, as if they were incarnations of the Spirit, as 
the Lord Jesus was an incarnation of the Son; nor 
is it by a mysterious infusion of the Spirit’s substance 
into ours, which Mr. Irving alludes to some, I know 
not whom, as holding. Yet it is a real habitation, 
not less so than was the tabernacle formerly the abode 
of the Almighty. This Divine Agent dwelling in the 
saved, operates on their hearts, and gradually brings 
them towards the fruition of union, makjng them 
in confidence, leve, and devotedness, increasingly one 
with each other, with the Redeemer, and with Ged, 

The Spirit, thus dwelling in believers, is called an 
“earnest.” The knowledge, holiness, and joy his in- 

fluence imparts, are of the same nature with that hea- 
venly perfection of which they are the unalienable 
pledge. Nor is he to be considered as “ the earnest 
of our inheritance” only. When two individuals 
were betrothed to each other, which was often a con- 
siderable time before the marriage was solemnized, 
the bridegroom gave the bride a piece ef silver, in to- 
ken of his inviolable regard and fidelity to the con- 
tract, and as a solemn pledge that in due time he 


would come and complete the union. In Ephesians 
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v. 25-27, the Apostle, discoursing of the conjugal 
velation as illustrated by the union between Christ 
and his church, exhorts, “ Husbands, love your wives, 
as Christ also loved the church, and gave himself for 
it, that he might sanctify and cleanse it with the 
washing of water by the word ; that he might present 
it to himself a glorious church, not having spot or 
wrinkle or any such thing ; but that it should be holy 
and without blemish.” In sovereign condescension 
and compassion the Son of God set his love upon sin- 
ners. They were at the time imprisoned for debts, 
contracted by neglecting and transgressing their obliga- 
tions to Jehovah ; and, behold, Jesus surrendered him- 
self to justice, that by sacrificing his life, he might 
equitably cancel the demands against them. In the 
gospel message he reveals his glory in order to win 
their devotion. He makes- known the covenant of 
grace as a legal marriage contract. They, graciously 
constrained, give themselves to him in all their pow- 
ers; He, faithful to his own proposal, gives himself 
to them in all his offices and benefits. But they are 
depraved and defiled. A process of purification is there- 
fore commenced, to makethem meet for the honour and 
blessedness to which they are destined. At present 
they enjoy not: full communion with their Lord; he 
is reigning in heaven, they are sojourning on earth. 
Yet even now he visits them with manifestations of 
‘his presence and glory, realized by their faith, in the 
closet, in reading the Scriptures, and attending on the 
ministry of the Word, in the ordinances of prayer and 
praise and Christian fellowship, and above all, in the 
Lord’s Supper. Meanwhile he gives them his Holy 
Spirit, as a certain and inestimable pledge that he is 
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only “gone away to prepare a place for them, and 
that he will come again and receive them to himself, 
that where he is there they may be also.” Ere long 
the wished-for day of marriage-solemnity shall come. 
The vision recorded in Revelation xxi. shall be ful- 
filled: “ I John saw the holy city, new Jerusalem, 
coming down from God out of heaven, prepared as a 
bride adorned for her husband.” And, Ob! how illustrious 
shall the church appear! In her will beseen whatever of 
moral beauty, splendour, and dignity, Jehovah can be- 
stow, while the Saviour “ in his own glory, the glory 
of his Father, and the glory of his holy angels,” shall, 
before beings assembled from every region to witness 
the jubilations of the day, openly avow his connexion 
with her, and receive her to his embrace, never to be 
separate more. The first heaven and the first earth 
are dissolved. The new heavens and the new earth 
are completed—a magnificent mansion, reared by the 
great Architect of all, never to be destroyed, never to 
be defiled, never to be disturbed with sorrow or with 
sigh. And thereinto as their future abode, amidst 
the resounding hallelujahs of creation, Immanuel and 
his people enter; to possess ineffable communion, he 
in the bestowment of his favour, and they in the en- 
joyment of his love, world without end. 
*6 How long, Redeemer, O how long 
Shall this bright hour delay ! 


Fly swifter reund, ye wheels of time, 
And bring the welcome day.” 


« What shall we then say to these things? If God 
be for us, who can be against us? He that spared 
not his own Son, but delivered him up for us all, 
how shall he not, with him also, freely give us ali 
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things? Who shall lay any thing to the charge of 
God’s elect? It is God that justifieth, Who is he 
that condemneth? It is Christ that died, yea rather 
that is risen again, who is even at the right hand of 
God, who also maketh intercession for us. What 
shall separate us from the love of Christ? Shall tri- 
bulation, or distress, or persecution, or famine, or 
nakedness, or peril, or sword? (as it is written, For 
thy sake we are killed all the day long, we are 
counted as sheep for the slaughter.) Nay, in all these 
things we are more than conquerors, through him that 
loved us. For I am persuaded that neither death, nor 
life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor powers, nor 
things present, nor things to come, nor height nor 
depth, nor any other creature shall be able to separate 
us from the love of God, which is in Christ Jesus our 
Lord.” 

It is not without reluctance that I turn from these 
themes, (as fraught with what is rational and sublime 
to satisfy the intellect, as they are fitted to warm and 
captivate the heart, ) to pursue the investigation of Mr. 
Irving’s statements. It is a transition resembling that 
of Moses when, having been in the mount with God 
and perhaps witnessed the symbols of celestial devo- 
tion, he had to descend and enter a camp resounding 
with idolatrous music. But the interests of Truth 
demand that feelings should be sacrificed ; and, how- 
ever self-denying, we must endeavour to expose and 
eradicate errors which unhappily have seduced not a 
few from the simplicity that is in Christ. The heresy 
(for such I must be allowed to call it) is no common 
evil. In its tendeney it threatens all that is dear in 
the purity of evangelical doctrine, in the stability of 
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the Christian profession, and in the salvation of man; 
and if not stayed, it will prove like the dragon whose 
tail drew the third part of the stars of heaven and cast 
them to the earth, or the smoke out of the bottomless 
pit, that darkened the sun and the air. — 

Upon this Author’s doctrine of union between the 
Divine person of the Son and sinful human nature, IJ 
observe, Ist. That it affords no proof that ever any 
soul can be united with the Saviour and with God. 
He affirms, indeed, that the connexion between the 
two natures in Christ was by faith, as he intimates 
that also to be what constitutes the persons in the 
Godhead one Jehovah. But was not our Saviour’s 
person an incarnation of the Deity? and have I 
any warrant for believing that mine shall be so—ex- 
pecting that my nature shall ever become personally 
one with the Divine? The union of God and man in 
the Redeemer was of a kind which never can subsist 
between the Deity and other individuals of our race ; 
and if ever we are to have connexion with our Maker 
to our salvation, it must be formed after some other 
model and by other means. 2nd. Even upon Mr. 
Irving’s showing the manhood of Christ was different 
in important respects from ours. His was only a 
sinful nature; we are sinful persons. His humanity, 
says our Author, was only sinfud, it never committed 
sin ; whereas our whole persons have actually rebelled 
against the authority of God, and wilfully set at 
nought his holy institutions. His manhood, we are 
told, escaped the imputation of original sin through 
the miraculous conception ; we are not so exempted. 
What ground therefore, even upon our Author's re- 
presentation, can the union of two natures in Christ 
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afford for believing that God will receive such crea- 
tures as we are to his fellowship? Such a hope it 
might furnish if we had not a sinful person, if we had 
never committed sin, if we had no original guilt; but, as 
it stands, it is a case altogether diverse from our own; 
and, to say nothing of certainty or even of probability, 
it does not afford intimation that a union between the 
Almighty and such beings as we are, is possible, 
3rd. If the union of Godhead and manhood in Christ 
proves and pledges a union between Jehovah and any 
of our race, it must be a union with the whole of 
mankind—those who shall be finally condemned 
equally with those who shall be finally glorified —be- 
cause the nature he assumed was equally common to 
the lost as to the saved. Therefore, the fact of 
that union affords no hope to one more than another ; 
and as, notwithstanding it, some perish, so may all. 
Ath, Let Sevipture be produced, testifying that the 
union ef the two natures in Christ is the pledge of 
_a similar union Jeboyah is prepared to form with me 
and other degenerate sons of Adam, and it shall be 
believed. Until this proof be given we must alto- 
gether dissent from our Author’s doctrine of union 
with Christ and God. 


SECTION VII. 


I cannot pass over without notice Mr. Irving’s 
statements concerning the ORDINANCES OF CHRIs- 
TIANITY, though I shall offer only a few words of 
comment upon them. 

1. In regard to BapTisM. 

“ And to this common hope of Adamheed, which 
“ to all was preached when it was preached to Adam 
“in the garden, is added a personal seal to every 
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“ believer, and to the child of every believer, in the 
“¢ sacrament of Baptism, which sealeth upon the per- 
“ son what before had been preached to the race.” 
p. 83.—“* Now pain and anguish, and sorrow of 
** every kind, are the standing monuments and eter- 
‘* nal signs of a sinful and fallen creature; and seeing 
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‘ that these signs do invariably attend conception and 
“ birth of children, it is made manifest to every one 
“ that reflects, that therein lies shrouded up and con- 
“ tained the mystery of the communication of a guilty 
“ nature; which again, as we have said, is signified 
* to the individual, as soon as he is born, by the act 
* of baptism; which, whatever more it signifies, bears 
‘* this at least upon its forehead, that it is a washing 
* away of guilt which cannot have been contracted 
*« by act, and must therefore be involved in the con- 
“ stitution of the being.” pp. 84,85. See also on 
p. 106. 

Have we not in the first of these extracts a close 
approximation to an opus operatum, at least so far as 
regards the hope of salvation? Would the Roman 
Catholic Church ascribe more to this Christian insti- 
tute, than our Author affirms of it in the second 
quotation ? 

2. In regard to the Lorp’s Supper. 

For if his body were not presented holy upon 
“the cross, how should his flesh and blood offered 
*“‘ for us there be the nourishment of the saints in the 
‘‘ Lord’s Supper? If his flesh and blood had not 
‘“‘ ever been upholden holy, how should he have said 
* in the days of his flesh, ‘ Except ye eat the flesh 
“ of the Son of Man, and drink his blood, ye have 
* no life in you. Whoso eateth my flesh and drink- 
*‘ eth my blood hath eternal life, and I will raise him 
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“up atthe last day ; for my flesh is meat indeed, and 
** my blood is drink indeed. He that eateth my flesh 
“and drinketh my blocd dwelleth in me and [I in 
“him. Asthe living Father hath sent me and I live 
*‘ by the Father, so he that eateth me, even he shall 
* live by me.’ The holiness of his flesh from the 
** time it was upholden by union with the Godhead, 
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“ is a poimt of doctrine never, never to be gainsayed. 
*“ Our communion table without it hath no holiness 
‘“¢ whatever; at which table we receive the same 
*“ power of God to sanctify, or rather to nourish in 
“us a holy nature, and to resist and overcome the 
“ flesh, and to uphold it in holiness, if our faith fall 
“ not short ; and afterwards to raise it from the grave, 
“and fashion it like his glorious body. That work, 
“IT say, of Godhead, which redeemed and sanctified 
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the flesh of Christ, we, who believe upon him, do 
«‘ receive in the supper of the Lord, and are enabled 
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thereby to crucify the flesh, and to yield every 
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member thereof a servant of righteousness unto holi- 
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ness. pp. 67, 68. 

The writer of these sentiments may exclaim against 
borrowing “ transubstantiation from the mother of 
harlots” in order to complete a system. It appears 
indispensable to complete his; for certainly I know 
not how to explain these sentiments without aseribing 
to their Author a belief m the real presenee. His 
assertion that ‘at the Lord’s table we receive the 
power of the Godhead to nourish in us a hely nature, 
and to raise up our flesh from the grave and fashion 
it like his glorious body,’ to be at all reconcileable 
with truth, must be understood figuratively to a much 
greater extent than I apprehend Mr. Irving would 
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CHAPTER FOURTH. 
PROOFS OF THE PURITY OF CHRIST’S HUMANITY. 


AxutTHouGH much has been advanced on the fore- 
going pages, to vindicate our Lord’s manhood from 
the imputation of moral degeneracy, it will be ex- 
pected that I should present a summary of those 
proofs, whereon the belief of its immaculate purity 
rests. The reader will bear in mind, that the point 
at issue is, the sanctity of the manhood, not of the 
Godhead ; the sanctity of the nature, not of its act- 
ings ; and its sanctity previous to its resurrection from 
the dead. 

I. The TITLEs given to our Saviour by the Holy 
Spirit are frequently such as indicate the 
perfect sinlessness of his manhood. 

Psalm xvi. 10. Acts u. 31. xiii. 35. “ Neither shalt 
thou suffer thine Hoty OnE to see corruption.” This 
must refer to the manhood part of Christ's person. 
In his Godhead he could noi “ see corruption.” Also, 
it relates to his body, as contradistinguished from the 
soul—as the Apostle Peter, reasoning upon the pro- 
phecy, observes, “‘ David spake of the resurrection of 
the Messiah, that his sout was not left in hades, 
neither his FLEsH did see corruption.’ Moreover, 
the witness borne in this prophecy, regards the 
holiness of Christ’s manhood prior to his resur- 
rection. 

M 3 
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Daniel ix. 24. “‘ Seventy weeks are determined upon 
thy people, and upon thy holy city, to finish transgres- 
sion, and to make an end of sins, and to make recon- 
ciliation for iniquity, and to bring in everlasting righ- 
teousness, and to seal up the vision and prophecy, 
and TO ANOINT THE Most Hoty.” Lowth justly ob- 
serves, “ The word Anoint plainly alludes to the 
Name of Messiah, expressed in the following verse, 
which signifies in Hebrew, we Anointed, and is 
translated Christ in Greek: see Johni, 41. To 
anoint is the same here as to consecrate the Messiah 
to be a Priest, Prophet and King, all which offices 
were conveyed by the Ceremony of Anointing. The 
Messiah is styled here the Most Holy, upon the ae- 
count of his unspotted Original, as well as his un- 
blameable Life. See Luke i. 35. Acts iii. 14, Heb. 
vii. 26. fev. iii. 7 The words may be literally 
translated to anoint the Holy of Holies: an Expres- 
sion which usually signifies the inner Sanctuary, 
called the Holiest of all, Heb. ix, 3. and it is very 
properly applied to the Messias, whe was greater 
than the Temple, Matt. xii. 6. because in him dwelt 
the Fulness of the Godhead, Codloss. ii. 9, whereupon 
he calls his Body the Temple, John ii. 21.” It may 
be suggested that the heavenly sanctuary is intended 
by this expression, rather than our Saviour, and that 
the anointing relates to what was performed upen the 
tabernacle and its contents, as mentioned Ex. xxx. 26. 
&c. and in other places. To this however it is replied 
that, although in Hebrews ix. 23, there is a reference 
to the heavenly things being purified, or set apart, by 
sacrifice, we never read of heaven, the place where 
Christ ministers as our High Priest, being anointed ; 


251 


that is connected with Christ's person, which is de« 
scribed as a Tabernacle (John i. 14.) or Temple 
(il, 21,) of the Deity. Besides which, the statements 
preceding and following the designation in the pro- 
phecy, clearly refer it to the Messiah himself. His 
anointing was by the abundant measures of the Holy 
Spirit’s gifts and graces vouchsafed to him, as appears 
from a comparison of Psalm xlv. 7; Isa. lxi. 1; 
John iii, 34; and Acts x. 38, 

To apply this text to our argument I observe—ist. 
that it refers to the person of Christ in general as 
Mediator, and particularly to him as the Man Christ 
Jesus. It was in his manhood not in his Godhead 
that he was anointed. His body, ov human nature, 
was the holy of holies, the Sanctuary wherein the 
Godhead dwelt. 2ndly. That the period of his be- 
ing anointed was antecedent to his death, appears 
from the application he makes to himself of Isaiah 
ixi. 1, in Luke iv. 16—21. It took place when the 
Spirit descended upon him at his baptism; John i, 
32—34, 3dly. His person when anointed and pre-. 
viously thereto, not as the result of the unction, was 
“the Most Holy.” 4th. On the whole, the title mani- 
festly expresses the sanctity of our Saviowrs man- 
hood, as to its nature, and not merely as to its actings. 

Take the following passages in their aggregate im- 
port. Psalm Ixxxix. 19, 20; “ Then thou spakest 
in vision to,” rather ‘ concerning,’ “ thine Hoty ONE, 
and saidst, I have laid help upon one that is mighty ; 
I have exalted one chosen out of the people: I have 
found David my servant; with my holy oil have I 
anointed him.” Luke i. 35; “ Tuoat Hoty THiIne 
which shall be born of thee.” Acts ii. 14; “ Ye 
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denied raz Horny One and THE Just, and desired 
a murderer to be granted unto you.” iv. 27, 30; 
“ Against THY Hoty Cutip Jesus, whom thou hast 
anointed, both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the 
Gentiles, were gathered together—that signs and 
wonders may be done by the name of ruy Hoy 
CuHiLp Jesus.” vii. 52; “ they have slain them which 
showed before of the coming of THE JusT ONE, of 
whom ye have been now the betrayers and murder- 
ers.” xxii. 14; “ The God of our Fathers hath cho- 
sen thee, that thou shouldest know his will, and see 
THAT Just One, and shouldest hear the voice of 
his mouth.” Rev. ii. 7; “ These things saith Hr 
THAT 1s Hoty, He THAT Is TRUE, he that hath 
the key of David.” All these texts relate to the 
mediatorial person of Christ, including his manhood. 
None of them regard his Divine nature in the ab- 
stract, or his state prior to the Incarnation. The ma- 
jority of these texts apply to him in his incarnate 
state previously to his crucifixion; and the three 
which can be explained of our Saviour subsequently 
to his resurrection (when even upon Mr. Irving’s 
statement no sinfulness adhered to his nature) are so 
similar to the rest, that they cannot be taken as im- 
plying perfect holiness, unless the others also be so 
understood. 

The evidence of Christ’s complete personal sanc- 
tity, derived from these titles, will, perhaps, appear 
stronger if I advert to those passages in which similar 
titles are applied to the Divine Being. Isaiah xl. 25; 
* To whom then will ye liken me, or shall I be equal 
with tHe Hoty One.” xii. 14; “ Fear not, thou 
worm Jacob, and ye men of Israel; I will help 
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thee saith the Lorn, and thy Redeemer, ruz Hoty 
One of Israel.” xlili. 3; “Tam the Lorp thy God, 
the Hoty Ove of Israel, thy Saviour.” xlviii. 17; 
‘Thus saith the Lorp, thy Redeemer, rue Hoty 
One of Israel.” xlix. 7; ‘Thus saith the Lorn, 
the Redeemer of Israel, and his Hoty Ownr.”  Ivii. 
15; “ Thus saith the High and Lofty One that in- 
habiteth eternity, WHOSE NAME is HOLY.” Hosea 
xi. 9; “Tam God andnot man; THE Hoty One 
in the midst of thee.” Hab. ili. 3; “ God came from 
Teman, and tHe Hoty One from mount Paran.” 
I quote only a few texts from a great number, in 
which designations of this class are given to the Most 
High, and indicate the unsullied purity of his nature. 
If the titles above introduced, as applied by the in- 
spired writers to Christ in his whole mediatorial per- 
son, are to be understood in a sense that is compatible 
with his having a sinful manhood, I know not what 
argument can be adduced from Scripture, to prove 
the perfect sinlessness of the Divine nature. 

IJ. The rEcorp preserved by the Holy Spirit, 
declaring the MORAL PERFECTION of Christ’s 
CHARACTER, proves the sinlessness of. his 
humanity. 

John viii. 29; “ The Father hath not left me alone. 
for I DO ALWAYS THOSE THINGS THAT PLEASE 
HIM,’’ teaching that the omniscient scrutiny of Him 
who tries the heart, never discovered in the compass 
of Christ’s personality, including his humanity equally 
with his Deity, a movement, a feeling, or a thought, 
which was not approved.—John xiv. 30; “ The prince 
of this world cometh and hath nothing in me.” In 
every unconverted man the Wicked One has his throne 
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and strong hold, where he keeps his court and defies 
the approach of the King of heaven. In every be- 
liever upon earth, he has a considerable extent of 
territory, and numerous allies in our indwelling sin. 
But in the Saviour there was nothing he could claim 
as his own, nothing wherewith he could recognize 
kindred or congeniality. 

2 Cor. v.21; “He hath made Him to be sin for 
us, WHO KNEW NO SIN.’’ Could a stronger expres- 
sion be framed in the same compass of words? It is 
not said that he did no sin, nor that he Aad no sin; 
but, that he Anew no sin; implying that sin was an 
utter stranger to his being—was that with which no 
part of him had any fellowship whatever. Hebrews vii. 
26—28; “ For such an high priest became us, who 
is HOLY, HARMLESS, UNDEFILED, SEPARATE FROM 
SINNERS, and made higher than the heavens: whe 
needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up 
sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for the 
peoples’; for this he did once when he offered up 
himself. For the law maketh men high priests 
WHICH HAVE INFIRMITY; but the word of the oath 
which was since the law, maketh the Son, who is 
consecrated for evermore. Here mark, Ist. that the 
Lord Jesus Christ differs from all others who had 
been made priests, in this important respect, they had 
infirmity ; he, the Son, it is implied, had none. Mark, 
2d. how terms are multiplied to express his sinleas- 

ness. He is “ Hoty:” if there be a word in the lan- 
guage expressing rectitude of nature, it is this. 
“ HarMmLess;” neither cherishing malevolent dis- 
positions, nor doing an injurious action. ‘“UNDE- 
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FILED; one who had not contracted the smallest 
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stain of guilt. ‘SEPARATE FROM SINNERS;” @ 
person altogether distinct from our transgressing race, 
and who had no depravity in him. Mark, 3d. that all 
these qualities and forms of rectitude are predicated 
of our Saviour’s manbood as included in his priestly 
person. To suppose them spoken of his Divine na- 
ture, as contradistinguished from the human, were ab- 
surd, and altogether foreign from the design of the 
sacred writer. 

Let the following passages explain themselves 
without comment in transcribing them. Heb. ix. 14; 
‘Christ offered himself witTHout spor to God.” 
i Peter i. 19; “The precious blood of Christ, as of 
a lamb wWiTHOUT BLEMISH and WITHOUT spoT.” 
iii. 18; ‘* Christ also hath once suffered for sins, THE 
gust for the unjust.” 1 John ii. 1; “ We have an 
Advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ, roe RIGH- 
TEOUS.” il.5; “He was manifested to take away 
our sins; and IN HIM IS NO SIN.” 

After these testimonies from Holy Writ, what 
shall we say to Mr. Irving’s declaration, that in our 
Lord’s human nature “the teeming fountain of the 
heart's vileness was opened on him”? What shall we 
say to any part of our Saviour’s person being described 
as an “ Augean stable of human wickedness, given 
him to cleanse’? What shall we say to the affirma- 
tion, that the passions of his manhood were as “ fu- 
rious wild beasts given him to tame’? What shall 
we say of the statement that his humanity was “ more 
fearful than the cave of Aelus” for the “roaring 
violence of its passions,” and, “ like Pandemonium 
disclosed”’ for its ‘* fearful shapes of darkness” ? 
Yet our Author firmly denies that, by these and 
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similar statements, he impeaches our Saviour’s holi- 
ness. ‘For the weakness of many, (alas, how 
“‘ many !) and to remove the uncharitable suspicion of 
‘almost all, we do assert it to be of the orthodox 
‘“‘ creed as essential a part, tliat this reasonable soul 
“ and true body which he took, should be in all their 
* actings, sinless, without meditation of evil, without 
“ indulgence of concupiscence, without guile.” p. 7. 
Again on pages 25 and 26, “ Finally, for the expo- 
“sition of this great matter, be it diligently con- 
* sidered, that though the flesh of Christ was in all 
“ points liable to temptation, as our flesh is, and did 
‘‘ carry up to him every form of seduction; yet left 
“ it no sediment of evil, no taint of pollution; yet 
* found it there no response, no inclination, but ab- 
‘« horrence and detestation of the deepest, powerful- 
“ Jest kind. There was no concupiscence, no thought 
“or meditation of evil, no indwelling of lust, no 
“ abiding of anger or malice or hatred; but all was 
“holy, lovely, beautiful, and perfect as the will of 
‘‘ God; and from that purest fountain of light, life, 
“and love, came forth evermore streams of Divine 
‘‘ goodness, righteousness and truth. Every member 
‘‘ of his body, he constrained to obey the great be- 
‘“hests of God. He took the prey out of the hands 
“of the mighty. He gave Satan no lodgment, he 
“‘ gave sin no quarters within his being.” 

I give the Gentleman credit for thinking that, by 
these and other protestations, he clears himself before 
the public, from the charge of imputing sin to Christ : 
I believe that he would not wish his opinions con- 
strued as impugning the sanctity of the Son of God. 
Yet I cannot but regard his explanations, as either 
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inconsistent with his own hypothesis, or, as grounded 
upon false assumptions. Does he mean that there 
never was any degree of sin in our Lord’s human na- 
ture? Ido not refer to what would be generally 
understood by siz committed, but sinful principles or 
inclinations—a tendency in any part of his humanity, 
body or soul, towards what is wrong. If this be his 
intention—that there was no taint of sin in either the 
spiritual or the corporeal part of Christ’s manhood: 
what need was there for the controversy ? If by calling 
it a “sinful substance,” he designed not to imply that 
there was sin in it, wherefore designate it by a pro- 
perty it did not possess ?——Mr. Irving proposes three 
modes whereby to vindicate himself from inconsis- 
tency, in maintaining that Christ’s manhood was sinful, 
and yet that Christ himself is, and ever was, im- 
maculately holy. Let us examine each of them.— 
The first is, by denying that his manhood was part 
of his person. ‘That it is as truly so as his Godhead, 
I have endeavoured to prove by the argument con- 
cerning the Personality of Christ, in the Second Sec- 
tion of the preceding Chapter.’ To it I shall only 
add here the declaration, already quoted from our 
Author, that “ Christ’s person is in his human nature 
as much as in his Divine; and if his human nature 
contradicted his Divine, he is a sinner.” If by con- 
tradiction he intended successful resistance to the 
power of the Gedhead, so that depravity dwelling in 
the manhood reduced the Divinity into subordination » 
to itself—it is impossible—it were impious to imagine 
it. But, if by contradiction be understood, contrariety 
of moral properties, certainly if we are to believe 
the book before us, there was in our Saviour’s human 
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nature the most complete and determined contradic- 
tion to the Divine. | 

The second method, by which it is proposed to re- 
concile the sinfulness of Christ's manhood with his 
declared sanctity, is, by assuming that no sinful pro- 
pensity is sin, unless it terminate in a distinct and 
decided act of transgression. ‘“ From his conception 
“ every acting of his mind was holy, and every act- 
‘“‘ing of his flesh; but this not in its proper nature 
“ but through the constraining and enforcing power 
“of his person, acting Godhead, by the Holy Ghost. 
‘‘ T suppose every man doth allow that the will is ne- 
* cessary to an act of sin.” p. 23. 

Let the reader observe the reiterated allusion to 
actings in this extract, and refer to the reasonings I 
have already submitted on the subject of Holiness, in 
the Fifth Section of the preceding Chapter. We are 
told that the manhood of Christ was constrained and 
enforced to obedience. Such obedience cannot be 
holiness in the sight of God, though it may have the 
semblance of it to the superficial view of men. If an 
invisible agent ‘‘ constrain and enforce” a miser’s hand 
into his purse, taking out thence a sum of money and 
putting in into the hand of a mendicant, there may 
be the appearance of charity, but the reality is want- 
ing. As I have attempted to prove, the moral nature, 
of man is, as the will is. Mr. Irving declares that 
our Lord being “ made under the law,” indicated that 
his manhood was inclined to transgress all its require- 
ments; and I would inquire whether that enclination 
to sin, be not an act of sin in the reckonings of the 
Supreme Ruler? Imagination cannot picture greater 
iniquities than this Writer charges on the humanity of 
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the Son of God. Does he not represent that nature 
as waging incessant and vigorous warfare against the 
holiness of Immanuel? Does he not describe it as 
a chief agent itself in tempting him to sin, and as aid- 
ing to the utmost the assaults of the Wicked One 
upon him? He declares that it “ did carry up to Him 
every form of seduction.” His human mind there- 
fore must have contrived and plotted to seduce him. 
His human will must have resolved upon the foul de- 
sign. His human faculties must all have set them- 
selves in resolute array against bis purity. So power- 
ful were its efforts that we are assured no energy, 
inferior to that of the indwelling Godhead, could have 
successfully withstood them. Surely, upon this show- 
ing, the manhood of Christ must have eontracted 
guilt at least as heinous as that of the priests and 
people who conspired his death. How all this work- 
ing of wickedness, is consistent with Christ’s “soul and 
body” being “in all their actings sinless, without medi- 
tation of evil, without indulgence of concupiscence, 
without guile,” will require greater abilities for har- 
monizing contradictions than are possessed by ordi- 
nary minds. 

The third method by which our Author would re- 
move the appearance of inconsistency, in his state* 
ments regarding the manhood of Christ, is, by re- 
presenting him asa regenerated man, and by connect- 
ing that position with erroneous views of the nature 
of regeneration. 

On this important subject also I must request that 
the statements given respecting regeneration in Chap, 
Third, Sect V, may be remembered. I have there 
shown that it is a renewing of our moral nature or 
will; that in proportion as it is accomplished, we 
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approach towards the re-attainment of that purity 
from which we fell in Adam; and that, when it is 
completed, man will be perfectly exempt from all 
indwelling sinfulness, and assimilated to the holi- 
ness of God. But I must not repeat what has been 
so fully discussed. Mr. Irving maintains that Christ’s 
heliness was, from his first being, the holiness of a 
completely and thoroughly regenerated man. If so, 
then could there have been no relic of sinfulness in his 
manhood ; his entire moral nature (the state of which 
gave the character of sinfulness or sinlessness to all his 
faculties) must have been immaculately pure ; the in- 
being of depravity, whatever its modification or de-~ 
gree, would have proved him to be only partially re- 
newed. Indeed on the representations made of Christ’s 
manhood in the work under review, I must alto- 
gether and firmly deny that it was scripturally rege- 
nerated at all. 
III. I infer the sinlessness of our Saviour’s manhood 
from the PERFECT COMPLACENCE with which 
HIS WHOLE PERSON was regarded by JEHOVAH. 
Isaiah xlii, 1; “ Behold my Servant whom I up- 
hold; MINE ELECT, in whom My SOUL DELIGHTETH.” 
Matt. ii. 17; “ THis 1s MY BELOVED SON, IN WHOM 
I AM WELL PLEASED.” xvii. 5; ‘“ While. he yet 
spake, behold a bright cloud overshadowed them: 
and behold a voice out of the cloud, saying, Tuis 1s 
MY BELOVED Son IN wHOM I AM WELL PLEASED.” 
John iii. 35; “The Father LoveTH THE Son, and 
hath given all things into his hand.” v. 20; ‘“ The 
Father Loveru THE Son, and showeth him all 
things that himself doeth.” Rom. viii. 32 ;” “ He that 
spared not His own Son, but delivered him up for 
us all.” Eph. i.6; ‘“ Wherein he hath made us accept- 
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ed in THE BELOVED.” Col. i. 13 ; “ Hath translated 
us into the kingdom or His DEAR Son.” 

The argument from these texts is, I think, conclu- 
sive though concise. They express the entire and su- 
preme complacence of the Deity inthe Person of the 
Mediator. God is “ glorious in holiness,” “ of purer 
eyes than to behold evil, and he cannot look upon ini- 
quity.” Consequently, moral defilement must be to him 
an object of utter abhorrence. Had our Saviour’s man- 
hood been a “sinful substance,” in which dwelt “ the 
teeming fountain of the heart’s vileness’—which ‘ brist- 
led thick and strong with sin like the hairs upon the 
porcupine” —which was an “ Augean stable of human 
wickedness’—which was “inclined” to transgress all 
the holy requirements of the Divine law—which had 
in it ‘all creature rebellion,” and which carried up 
temptations foul and strong against the Divine nature 
tabernacling in it—I demand, could such a nature be 
the object of approbation and delight to the all-pene- 
trating and holy scrutiny of Jehovah? Impossibley 
Had there been in the Redeemer’s manhood the smal- 
lest taint of sinfulness, his mediatorial person, includ- 
ing that manhood, must have been beheld with feel- 
ings the very opposite to that perfect complacence 
which is expressed in the texts before us. 

A threefold attempt may be made to avoid this 
argument ;—by denying that our Lord’s manhood was 
any part of his person, and affirming that these decla- 
rations of high approval regarded his Divine nature 
alone ;—by referring to corresponding professions of 
love made by Jehovah towards his people, who are at 
the same time partakers of moral degeneracy ;—and, 
by supposing that depravity of nature, bowever 
powerful its workings, if not yielded to but success- 
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fully resisted by the whole person, does not come 
under the Divine reprobation. 

In regard to the first. That the humanity of Christ 
equally with his Deity is an essential part of his me- 
diatorial person has been proved at length. Take 
the declaration made at his baptism, and repeated at 
the transfiguration ; “ Turs is my beloved Son, in 
whom I am well pleased.” To whom, or to what, 
does the demonstrative pronoun point? To whom, or 
to what, would the bye-standers consider it to apply ? 
Would they, could they, make the distinction pro- 
posed, and believe the veice from heaven to have no 
reference to the human form they saw before them, 
but solely to the Divinity resident, by personal union, 
in it? Did they not, must they not,regard the manhood 
as part of our Lord’s person? and was not the voice 
from heaven, in its obvious import, fitted to confirm 
that conviction? We read that at his baptism, “ the 
heavens were opened unto him, and he saw the Spirit 
of God descending like a dove, and lighting upon: 
him.” To the view of which nature were the heavens 
opened? Which nature saw the Spirit descending 
hike a dove ? On which nature did the Holy Spirit 
descend? Which nature received the unction men- 
tioned by Peter, “ God anointed Jesus of Nazareth 
with the Holy Ghost and with power’ ? The answer 
to these inquiries will decide whether or not the de« 
elaration, “ Tris is.my beloved Son,” included or ex- 
cluded a reference to his manhood, as part of his me- 
diatorial person. The testimony was repeated at his 
transfiguration, and a similar train of inquiries might 
be proposed in regard to the cireumstances under 
which it was borne then, proving that it must have 
included a reference to his manhood. 
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Secondly ; I may be referred to Jehovah’s profession 
of regard to his people, who are, notwithstanding, 
partakers of moral corruptiou. Such texts abound in 
the Sacred Volume, and evince the condescension of 
the High and Lofty One who vouchsafes such favour, 
and the privileged state of the persons to whom it is 
granted. What can be stronger than the language 
recorded in Zephaniah iii. 17? “ The Lory thy God 
in the midst of thee is mighty; he will save, he will 
rejoice over thee with joy; he will rest in his love ; 
he will joy over thee with singing.” It must however 
be remembered, that the love which Jehovah bears 
towards his people, is manifested through the Medi- 
ator. They are “ accepted in THE BELoveD.” The 
Divine love rests not upon excellence in them, but is 
afforded out of regard to him. But, between God 
and Christ there is no day’s-man interposing. The 
complacence of Jehovah towards the Redeemer, is oc- 
casioned by the perfect moral beauty and glory per- 
ceived in him. His person throughout exhibits the 
very image of the Divine holiness, in his manhood 
equally as in his Godhead, and in the nature of his man- 
hood equally as in its actings. Yes! the omniscient 
purity of his heavenly Father found in him an object 
whereon to dwell with ineffable delight—an object 
whereon knowledge might concentrate its powers, and 
wherein the more was discovered, the more satisfac- 
tion was possessed. Would this have been the case 
if our Lord could say, “I know that in me, that is, 
in my flesh, dwelleth no good thing ?” 

As to the third method suggested for evading this 
argument, I shall merely request a re-perusal, if ne- 
cessary, of the statements in the Fifth Section of the 
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preceding chapter, proving the guilt of inherent cor- 
ruption in its conflict against gracious principles in 
the believer. | 
IV. I appeal to the MrRACULOUS FORMATION 
of our Lord’s manhood, as a fact incompatible 
with its being sinful. 

That fact is recorded in the following texts of 
Scripture. Psalm xl. 6, according to the reading given 
of it by the Holy Spirit in Heb. x. 5, “ When he 
cometh into the world he saith, Sacrifice and offering 
thou wouldest not, but A BODY HAST THOU PRE- 
PARED ME.’* Isaiah vii. 14: “ Therefore the Lorp 
himself shall give you a sign: Behold, a virRGIN 
SHALL CONCEIVE and bear a Son, and shall call his 
name Immanuel.’ Matthew i. 18S—20; “ Now the 
birth of Christ was on this wise: When as his mother 
Mary was espoused to Joseph, before they came to- 
gether, SHE WAS FOUND WITH CHILD OF THE Hoty 
Guost. The angel of the Lord appeared unto him 
in a dream, saying, Joseph, thou son of David, fear 
not to take unto thee Mary thy wife; for rHatT 
WHICH IS CONCEIVED IN HER IS OF THE HoLy 
Guost.” Luke i. 31—35; “ And, behold, tHou 
SHALT CONCEIVE in thy womb, and bring forth a son, 
and shalt call his name Jesus. He shall be great 
and shall be called the Son oF THE Hicuest; and 
the Lord God shall give unto him the throne of his 
father David: and he shall reign over the house of 
Jacob for ever; and of his kingdom there shall be no 
end. Then said Mary unto the angel, HOW SHALL 
THIS BE, SEEING I KNOW NOT A MAN? And the an- 
gel answered and said unto her, rHE Hoty Guost 


* 


# This is supposed to be the correct reading in the Psalm also. 
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SHALL COME UPON THEE, AND THE POWER OF THE 
HIGHEST SHALL OVERSHADOW THEE, THEREFORE 
ALSo THAT Hoiy THING, WHICH SHALL BE BORN 
OF THEE, SHALL BE CALLED THE Son oF Gon.” 
Galatians iv. 4; ‘* When the fulness of the time was 
come, God sent forth his Son, MADE OF A WOMAN, 
made under the law.” 

From all these testimonies, it is evident, that the 
manhood of our Lord was supernaturally produced, 
by the direct agency. of the Holy Spirit. This 
general fact supplies two arguments in proof of the 
purity of Christ’s humanity. 

First. It is dificult if not impossible to account for 
it, unless we suppose it arranged to exempt his man- 
hood from that depravity which inheres in every per- 
son ordinarily born. Mr. Irving assigns two reasons ; 
the one, that our Lord’s manhood might not have a 
human personality ; but this I cannot admit as suf- 
ficient, because the Divine nature might, with equal 
facility, have become, in the act of conception, perso- 
nally one with a manhood prepared in the usual way ; 
and we cannot, consistently with the wisdom of God, 
imagine that miraculous agency would interpose with- 
out a cause. The other reason assigned is, that our 
Saviour’s nature might be deprived of original sin; 
and ¢his might seem like a concession of the whole 
controversy. What is original sin?-——I shall reply by 
quotations from creeds of different communions. _ 

Ist. The Established Church of Scotland, to which 
Mr. Irving belongs, in her larger Catechism, to Ques- 
tion 25, Wherein consisteth the sinfulness of that es- 
tate whereinto man fell? supplies the following .an- 
swer: “<The sinfulness of that estate whereinto man 

N 


266 


fell, consisteth in the guilt of Adam’s first sin, the 
want of that righteousness wherein he was created, 
and the corruption of his nature, whereby he is utterly 
indisposed, disabled, and made opposite unto all that 
is spiritually good, and wholly inclined to all evil, 
and that continually ; which is commonly called ori- 
ginal sin, and from which do proceed all actual trans- 
gressions.’’ Original sin is here identified with inhe- 
rent corruption. 

2nd. The united Established Churches of England 
and Ireland declare in their ixth. Article, “ Of original 
or birth sin,” —“ Original sin standeth not in the fol- 
lowing of Adam, (as the Pelagians do vainly talk ;) 
but it is the fault or corruption of the nature of every 
man, that naturally is engendered of the offspring of 
Adam; whereby man is very far gone from original 
righteousness, and is of his own nature inclined to 
evil, so that the flesh lusteth always contrary to the 
spirit; and therefore in every person born into this 
world, it deserveth God’s wrath and damnation.” 
Here original sin is made to consist in depravity 
of nature, and is said to deserve God’s wrath and 
damnation. 

8rdly. The Congregational or Independent Churches, 
in the Savoy Confession, Chap. vi. “ Of the fall of 
man, of sin, and of the punishment thereof,’ declare— 
‘““God having made a covenant of works, and life 
thereupon, with our first parents, and all their pos- 
teritv in them, they being seduced by the subtlety 
and temptation of Satan, did wilfully transgress the 
law of their creation, and break the covenant in eating 
the forbidden fruit. 2. By this sin they, and we in 
them, fell from original righteousness and communion 
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with God; and so became dead in sin, and wholly 
defiled in all the faculties and parts of soul and body. 
3. They being the root, and by God's appointment 
standing in the room and stead of all mankind, the 
guilt of this sin was imputed, and corrupted nature 
conveyed to all their posterity, descending from them, 
by ordinary generation. 4. From this original cor- 
ruption, whereby we are utterly indisposed, disabled 
and made opposite to all good, and wholly inclined te 
all evil, all actua! transgressions proceed. 5. This 
corruption of nature during this life, remains in those 
that are regenerated ; and though it is through Christ 
pardoned and mortified, yet both itself and all the 
motions thereof are truly and properly sin. 6. Every 
sin, both original and actual, being a transgression of 
the righteous law of God, and contrary thereto, in its 
own nature brings guilt upon the sinner, whereby he 
is bound over to the wrath of God, and curse of the 
law, and so is made subject to death, with all miseries 
spiritual, temporal and eternal.” 

The meaning of the expression, original sin, being 
thus ascertained according to its authorized use among 
Protestant Christians in these kingdoms, I repeat 
that Mr. Irving, when he declares, on page 85, that 
‘ the miraculous conception deprives Christ of original 
sin, concedes that eur Lord’s manhood was not like 
ours, “a sinful substance,” If otherwise, he must, ,to 
be consistent, employ the phrase in a signification di- 
verse from established usage. This, if I mistake not, 
he does. He confines ‘ original sin’ to the tmputation 
of Adam’s transgression, whereby alone, according 
to his views, and not on account of inherent corrup- 


tion, man, as born, needs a Redeemer. On page 6, in 


268 


"arguing upon our Saviour and his people being “ alf 
of one,” he teaches that Christ and we “ have unity 
of substance with the fallen Adam, through the inhe- 
ritance of his guilty soul and sinful flesh.” Yet on 
page 25, he declares that in the constitution of our 
Lord’s person “ original sin was avoided.” After all, 
however, I must relinquish in despair the endeavour 
to ascertain what he means by original sin, for on pp. 
132, 133, he seems to define the expression according 
to its commonly received import: “It maketh no 
‘difference when or where the various persons are 
“ born, any more than it maketh a difference when or 
‘‘ where the different branches of a tree shoot forth; 
“and we are all of one root, of one quality, of one 
‘‘ vileness in the sight of God. This is the meaning 
“ of original sin, that as Adam was upon his fall, so 
‘‘ are all his posterity in the sight of God, come they 
‘“¢ when they may upon the face of the visible world.” 
Incontrovertibly, if this be original sin, and by the mi- 
raculous conception our Lord’s nature avoided it, 
Christ and we cannot be “ all of one,” in “ the inhe- 
ritance of Adam’s guilty soul and sinful flesh.” 

A second argument deduced from the general fact 
of Christ's manhood being supernaturally formed 
‘by the direct agency of the Holy Spirit, consists in 
the impossibility of that agency concurring in the 
formation of a nature which was morally evil. The 
nature produced was as to its moral properties, equally 
with its corporeal form and intellectual faculties, a 
product of Divine power. — The Messiah describes it 
as of God's workmanship—“ a body hast rHovu pre- 
pared me.” The child born is “ THEREFORE” called 
“ yap Son or Gop,” because it was of Divine cre- 
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ation. Now the Almighty can never operate by his 
miraculous influence to produce an unholy nature- 
His providential agency may continue beings in exis- 
tence who have lost their rectitude, as he does fallen 
angels. It may sustain in action the ordinary laws of 
descent from generation to generation, in a class of 
creatures who have lost his moral image, as he does 
in the case of mankind. Those laws are part of the 
original constitution of things, settled in the outset, 
before our first parents fell, to remain till the end of 
time. The system of government towards the race was 
founded upon that constitution. Its being perpetuated 
is the result of established natural causes; and the 
production of a depraved pregeny, equally as the par- 
ticipation of a depraved nature in himself, was the 
ordained and necessary effect of Adam’s transgression. 
But when the Deity deviates from this ordinary rou- 
tine of acting, to “ create a new thing in the earth,” 
by preducing a manhood of body and soul as the im- 
mediate result of his agency, the thing produced must 
be pure. He could not generate that which was al- 
together, or in part, contrary to himself as “ glorious 
in holiness.” He could not form a nature, in its moral 
properties, the opposite of his own. 

Let me now request attention to the account, given 
by the angel, of the nature born; “ that HOLY 
THING which shall be born of thee.” Mr. Irving 
remarks upon it, “* These misguided and misguiding 
“ men would have it that his flesh and blood under- 
‘¢ went a substantial change in the act of conception;” 
(Who ever entertained such an idea?) “ wherefore, it 
* is not to be called sinful, but sinless : and in support 


‘¢ of this error they quote these words of the angel, 
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‘ The Holy Thing that shalt be born of thee shall be 
called the Son of God:’ and fain would they have 
us to believe that this, ealled the Holy Thing, is his 
flesh, and not the holy child. And grant them their 
wish, and what would be expressed? ‘ The holy 
flesh shall be ealled the Son of God.’ The thing 
called the Holy is the same as that called the Son 
of God; and therefore it is not his flesh, but his 
whole being, his whole person, consisting of both 
natures, human and Divme. Now I have already 
shown that there is here no human personality 
which could be chargeable with the guilt of Adam, 
and there is no such charge lying against him: he 
is therefore born free from the imputation of sin, 
truly the Holy Thing. If then there be no original 
of guilt, is there any actual sin? I answer, No; he 


' was without spot and blameless; and besides these 


two, original and actual sin, I know no other forms 
guilt. And what an ignorance it is then, not to 
say wicked slander and abominable calumny, m 


' these hordes of seetaries and schismatics, who stick 


at nothing which may diseredit a churchman, to 


“ open their throat and tell the world the lie, that we 


make Christ a simmer! He was the Holy Thing 
born, and he was presented without spot unto God 
in death upon the cross. It doth not make him a 
sinner that he took sinful flesh, any more than that 
he came into a sinful world, and departed into 
death. I say he took sinful flesh, and yet was sin- 
less; and, moreover, I say that he died, and yet 
was sinless. If any man say that this is a mere 


* matter of words, I tell him that he bath yet to learn 


the alphabet of his theology.” pp. 85, 86. 
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Y am inclined to think that persons who in Mr. 
Irving’s estimate have to learn the alphabet of their 
theology, are making advances towards the upper 
form in the school of true evangelical wisdom. Not 
to discuss this point, however, which must depend on 
a comparison of his whole system with the Scripture, 
I shall request attention to the manner in which he 
grapples with the text in question. First, he teaches 
that the words “the Holy Thing” regard not the 
Redeemer’s flesh alone, but “ his whole person, con- 
sisting of both natures, human and divine.” In the 
next place, he avails himself of his convenient as- 
sumption, contrary to all reason and Scripture, that 
inherent sinfulness is not sin; that degeneracy in the 
human nature is not incompatible with the perfect 
holiness of our Lord's person. Then, he excludes the 
humanity from being any part of that Holy Thing 
which was born of the Virgin, and represents Christ's 
flesh as merely one of the circumstances into which 
he came, agreeably to the opinion already discussed 
that the manhood was no part of our Saviour’s person. 
Could there be a more complete and daring perversion 
of Holy Writ? Our Author tacitly admits that if the 
expression, “ that Holy Thing,” regards the manhood 
born, it is a testimony against his doctrine that it was 
a ‘ sinful substance.” Now let it be read in the con- 
nexion in which it eccurs. Did not the statement of 
the angel, “ Thou shalt conceive in thy womb and 
shalt bring forth a son,” refer to the formation of the — 
human nature? Did not the question of Mary, ‘ How 
shall this be seeing I know not a man,” regard the 
same fact? Did not the reply of the angel instruct 
her in the agency by which the human form to be 


272 


produced should be generated? ‘“ The Holy Ghose 
shall come upon thee and the power of the Highest 
shall overshadow thee.” Did not the whole of this 
interlocution relate to what the Messiah intended 
when, coming into the world, he said “ A Bony hast 
thou prepared me?” and did not that signify his man- 
food ? 1s it not, plainly and incontrovertibly, to the 
body or manhood, so prepared and produced, that the 
angel refers when he says, “ TuHar Hozy Furne 
WHICH SHALL BE BORN OF THEE’? Surely it was 
the human nature, not the Divine, that she conceived, 
and was ultimately ef her. Sarely it was of that 
nature, conceived and brought forth as the fruit of 
Divine agency, that the celestial messenger declared, 
‘* THEREFORE also that Holy Thing which shall be 
born of thee, shall be called THE Son or Gop.” 
On page 136, however, Mr. Irving explains this 
expression, “ That Holy Thing,” of our Saviour’s. 
manhood. After asserting a difference between the 
holiness of regenerate persons and that of Adam, he 
proceeds, “ This completely sets to a side the reason- 
“ings of those who would lay a great stress upon 
“‘ the expression used in the salutation, ‘ the holy 
“‘ thing, born (generated) of thee shall be called the 
«© Son of God. For unless Aoly here were used in a 
‘“ different sense than in the rest of the New Testa- 
‘© ment, where it is continually applied te the rege- 
‘“¢ nerate, ‘ the saints,’ the ‘ holy ones;’ unless a new 
“ import altogether were given to it, which hath had 
“ no reality in the world since Adam fell; it cannot 
“ be otherwise understood than as sanctified by the 
‘* Holy Ghost. And why it should be called the 
“ thing, and not the person, is because the thing, and 
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* not the person was sanctified. He, the eternal Son 


* of God, needed no sanctification; but the substance 


** he took of the Virgin did, and received in the act 


of being generated man, and what sanctification it 


* then received from him, he continued to give it, to 
“* maintain in it all his life long.” 

It is exceedingly perplexing when the person whose 
opinions you controvert keeps not steady to his 
ground. In the quotation given in the last paragraph 
but two, this writer explains the expression under 
consideration, of the person who took human nature. 
Here he declares that it regards noé the person him- 
self, but the chizg, or human nature, which he took. 
How far he is warranted in asserting a difference be- 
tween holiness in the regenerate and in other beings 
I have already discussed at large, and must not renew 
the reasonings here. Upon the showing of the last 
quotation, Mr. Irving understands the phrase “ that 
Holy Thing,’ of Christ's manhood. He therefore 
must understand the designation “ the Son of Ged,” 
as applicable to that human form also, for it is ex- 
_pressly declared that “ that Hely Thing shall he called 
the Sen of God.” 

I have no doubt that it has occurred to the reader, 
from the outset of his acquaintance with the pamphlet 
which occasioned this controversy, what a palpable 
solecism it is in the use of terms, to represent our 
Saviour’s nature as regenerated. It never was “born 
again” as to its moral properties, more than as to its 
physical constitution. Its original state as to holiness 
_or unholiness, was ever the same from the earliest in- 
cipient date of its being. It was a “holy thing” 


antecedently to its birth and in the moment of its 
NO 


conception, equally as it was afterwards. And fet 
me ask, how was it, in what respect could it be, holy, 
then? Surely not as to what our Author weuld call 
its actings, wherein atone he makes the holiness 
of the regenerate to consist, for om page 74, he de- 
elares that “ children, and all men while children, are 
meapable of acting good or evil by the will.” See- 
ing the term “ holy,” is applied by the angel te our 
Saviour’s manhood before it was capable of acting 
good or evil, we can explain it only of the nature 
conceived and born. It must intimate that the soul 
and body produced by the Holy Ghost, were wholly 
‘exempt from that defiling taint which pollutes alt 
whe are born in the usual way. OF us it is declared 
that we are “‘ by nature the children of wrath.” Each 
of us may adopt the confession of depravity in original 
formation, which David uttered, when supplicating 
pardon and purity, “ Behold I was shapen in iniquity, 
and in sin did my mother conceive me.” But of our 
Saviour's humanity it was testified to his mother, 
‘“ The Hely Ghost shail come upon thee, and the 
power of the Highest shall overshadow thee; there- 
fore also trHAT Hoty THING WHICH SHALL BE 
BORN OF THEE, SHALL BE CALLED THE SON OF 
Gop.” Shall we hereafter listen to the man as a 
eorrect and faithful expositor of Holy Writ, who, 
with such a testimony confrenting him, will affirm 
that Christ’s manhood was conceived and born a 
*‘ sinful substance’ like our own ? 
V. The puRPOSES FOR WHICH THE MANHOOD 
OF CHRIST WAS PREPARED, required that 
it should be absolutely sinless. 

1. It was to be taken into personal union with the 

Divine Nature. ; 
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Our Lord represents his body as a ‘Temple of the 
Deity ; and the Apostle Paul, in the same allusion, 
declares that “in him dwelleth all the fulness of the 
Godhead bodily.” The manhood of Christ was the 
Sanctuary of Jehovah. “In the beginning was the 
Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word 
was God; and the Word was made flesh and dwelt” 
or, tabernacled “among us, and we beheld his glory.” 
Now is it congruous to suppose that, when Jehovah 
was preparing for himself a dwelling, by a miraculous 
interposition of his agency, he would not rear it a 
“ holy habitation” ? Is it reasonable to imagine that 
He, before whom the cherubim and seraphim conti- 
nually do ery, “ Holy, holy, holy,” when about to so- 
journ upon earth ia the form of man, should not only 
select, but make for himself as his abode, a nature 
full of sin? a body and soul which must continually 
present to him all that was offensive to his purity ? 

But the Deity dwelling in his temple, suggests not 
fully the closeness of the union between the God- 
head and the manhood in Christ. It was a personal 
union. It was a connexion of the one nature with 
the other so intimate, that they together constituted 
one being, and the same person was the Maker of all 
things, and a man of sorrows—the Son of Mary, and 
the Ruler whose goings forth have been from of old, 
even from everlasting. Need I say that a manhood 
to be so united with the Deity, must have been a 
nature absolutely pure ? 

2. In his whole person, our Saviour was to minis- 
ter as a High Priest for sinners with God, and it 
was therefore required that his manhood should be 
sinless, I have already introduced the testimony of 
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the inspired writer, Hebrews vii. 26,“ Such an higle 
priest became us, who is holy, harmless, undefiled, 
separate from sinners.” 

Havig before noticed the meaning of the terms 
employed, I shall now consider the fitness there was 
in the person, who was to aet as a High Priest for 
us, possessing the properties whick the terms express ; 
* Such an High Priest BECAME us.” The personal 
holiness of the Messiah as sustaining this office, was 
typified by the requirements in the person sustaining 
the Aaronic priesthood. Thus, among other direc~ 
tions, im Leviticus xxi. we read, “ the Lorp spake 
unto Moses saying, speak unto Aaron, saying, Who- 
soever he be of thy seed in their generations that hath 
any blemish, let him not approach to offer the bread 
of his God. No man that hath a blemish of the. seed 
of Aaron the priest shall come nigh to offer the offer- 
ings of the Lorp made by fire; he hath a blemish ; 
he shall not come nigh to offer the bread of his God. 
He shall not go in unto the veil, nor come nigh unte 
the altar, because he hath a blemish; that he profane 
not my sanctuaries: for I the Lorp do sanctify them.” 
In the xvith chapter of the same book it is ordered 
that before the priest commenced making atonement 
for the people, he was to make expitation for his own 
sins. Thus did the Holy Ghost signify, in those sha- 
dows of heavenly things, the sinlessness of Him whom 
they prefigured as their illustrious Antitype. 

It was meet that our High Priest be “ holy,’ in 
his nature, because, as his office was to mediate for 
sinners with THAT BEING whose holiness is as perfect 
as his wisdom is unsearcha)le and his throne indepen- 
dent and supreme, his approach to minister im the 
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Divine Presence, had he been tainted with moral des 
filement, could not be accepted or permitted. It was 
meet that our High Priest be ‘“ harmless” as to dis- 
position, that he might patiently bear with, and ten- 
derly compassionate, the infirmities of those whose 
cause he undertook, that they might be encouraged 
to confide in him, and that he might not, on account 
of their provocations, be induced to desert them. 
Hence, perhaps, was the hastiness of temper in Moses 
and Aaron, at Meribah, visited with so severe a judg- 
ment as their being forbidden to enter the promised 
land. It was meet that our High Priest be “ unde- 
filed” as to his conduct, for had he contracted guilt 
personally, he would have been under the sentence of 
God’s condemnation, and required atonement and 
intercession for his own acceptance, which would 
have precluded him from performing those duties in 
behalf of others. It was meet that our High Priest be 
*“ separate from sinners,” one who had no fellowship 
with transgressors in that moral evil from which, in 
its being and consequences, it was the design of his 
office to deliver them. As a third party, ordained 
to mediate between Jehovah and fallen man, it was 
. proper that, while his love most tenderly compassion- 
ated our race, he should be so diverse from them in 
sinfulness, as to be One in whose keeping it was im- 
possible that the honour of Jehovah, and the require- 
ments of his law, should be endangered. 

Some, however, may reply to this argument, that . 
our Saviour did not enter upon his priesthood until 
after his resurrection, when, it-is maintained by all, that 
his manhood was sinless; also, that even supposing 
the testimony applies to him previously to his death, 
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it only states what may be true of his person uncon- 
nected with his manhood, or of his manhood as re- 
generate. 

As to the latter; in addition to what has been sta- 
ted in regard to personality and regeneration, I merely 
observe, that if these evasions are permitted, it would 
be impossible to prove Christ's nature holy by any 
terms or expressions which the Holy Spirit could em- 
ploy. Before, however, such evasions are allowed 
to invalidate such testimony, let z¢ be proved that to 
be perfectly regenerate is not to be absolutely free 
from sinfulness; let it be proved that our Saviour’s 
manhood is no part of his personality. 

In regard to the time when our Saviour assumed 
the Sacerdotal office, and, consequently, whether the 
testimony borne to the sinlessness of his humanity 
applies to it previously to his death, or not until after 
his resurrection, I think it cannot be denied that he’ 
acted as priest when upon the cross he laid down 
his life as a sacrifice for sin. If we recur to the symbo- 
lical institutions of the Levitical law, especially to those 
connected with the great annual expiation, we shall de- 
rive at least a presumptive argument in favour of this 
opinion. In the xvith, Chapter of Leviticus we find 
that the slaying of the goat for the sin offering for the 
people, as well as of the bullock for himself and his 
house, was part of the high priest’s duty, equally 
with carrying the blood of the sacrifices into the most 
holy place, and presenting it before the throne. Cer- 
tainly our Saviour’s death, as it was accomplished by 
the hand of violence, was a crime of awful atrocity 
perpetrated by the Jews. Yet his submitting to be- 
come the victim of their murderous infidelity, was of 
his own free will, as he declares “no man taketh my 
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life from me, but I lay it down of myself; I have 
power to lay it down, and Ihave power to take it 
again.” But I lay principal stress upon the phraseo- 
logy used upon the subject in the epistle to the He- 
brews, where the offering of that great sacrifice of 
his own body, is represented as his own act accom- 
plished when he died upon the cross. In Chapter ix. 
verse 12th, we read, ‘‘ by his own blood he entered 
in once into the holy place, HAVING OBTAINED 
eternal redemption for us;” implying that the act 
whereby he obtained redemption- was antecedent to 
luis entrance into heaven. Verse 14th, “ How much 
more shall the blood of Christ, who through the eter- 
nal Spirit OFFERED HimsELF without spot to God ;” 
when did he thus offer himself without spot to God, _ 
but when he gave up the ghost on Calvary’s tree? 
Verses 25, 26. ‘ Nor yet that he should offer him- 
self often, as the high priest entereth into the hely 
place every year with blood of others ; for then must 
he often have suffered since the foundation of the 
world; but Now once in the end of the world natr 
HE APPEARED TO PUT AWAY SIN BY THE SACRIFICE 
OF HIMSELF ;” upon which I observe, that the end 
of Christ’s manifestation in the flesh was to offer the 
sacrifice which removes sin; ¢his was performed by 
him while on earth. Verse 28th, “ Christ was once 
OFFERED to bear the sins of many ;” the offering was 
made at the time when the sins were borne, and this 
we know to have been when he expired upon the 
cross, for we elsewhere read that “ he bore- our sins 
in his own body upon the tree.” Several expressions 
indicating the same truth occur in the xth chapter, 
and will be apparent to every one on perusing it, 
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His mission to earth was for sacerdotal ends, and the 
laying down of his life was a great sacerdotal act. 
Sense following the Saviour up the mountain whereon 
he bled, perceives only the execrated, the dying 
Nazarene. But faith, viewing him by other illumina- 
tions, recognizes the illustrious champion of our sal- 
vation advancing to that encounter wherein he van- 
quished the powers of darkness, and the great High 
Priest of our professioa offering that sacrifice of atone- 
ment whereby myriads upon myriads of our race are 
reconciled to God and glorified for ever. 

3. Our Saviour’s manhood was prepared to be 
offered to God as an expiatory sacrifice, and in order 
to its being accepted it required to be absolutely pure. 

That its being offered as a vicarious sacrifice was 
the design for which his manhood was prepared, is 
taught in the xth chapter of the epistle to the He- 
brews. “.The law having a shadow of good things 
to come, and not the very image of the things, can 
never, with those sacrifices which they offered year 
by year contmually, make the comers thereunto per- 
fect ; for then would they not have ceased to be offer- 
ed ? because that the worshippers once purged, should 
have had no more conscience of sins. But in those 
sacrifices there is a remembrance again made of sins 
every year. For it is not possible that the blood of 
bulls and of goats should take away sins! WuHere- 
FORE, coming into the world he saith, Sacrifice and 
offering thou wouldest not, BUT A BODY HAST THOU 
PREPARED ME: in burnt-offerings and sacrifices for 
sin thou hast had no pleasure. ‘Then said I, Lo, I 
come (in the volume of the book it is written of me, ) 
to do thy will, O God. Above when he said, Sacri- 
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fice and offering and burnt offerings and offering for 
sin thou wouldest not, neither hadst pleasure therein ; 
which are offered by the law; then he said, Lo, I 
come to do thy will, O God, he taketh away the 
first that he may establish the second. By the which 
will we are SANCTIFIED THROUGH THE OFFERING 
OF THE BODY oF Jesus CHRIsT once.” The sum 
of this Divine instruction is, that the great object 
proposed to be attained is the removal of sin by sacri- 
fice; that the occasion of the Messiah’s advent was 
the insufficiency of the offerings of the Levitical law 
to attain this object; that, to enable him to accom- 
plish this design, he was furnished with a manhood 
divinely prepared; and, that the removal of sin in 
order to salvation was effected by the one offering of 
our Loerd’s body while on earth. 

The same reasons which required that.the priest, 
who should mediate with God for the guilty, should 
be himself holy, required also that the victim to be 
presented in sacrifice should be immaculate. The 
Being to whom the offering was to be made was in- 
finitely pure, and could accept only a nature alto- 
gether sinless. Had there been aught of moral evil 
inherent in the manhood sacrificed, the omniscient 
Deity must have rejected the oblation. A sinful na- 
ture was under the curse due to its own sinfulness, 
and the coming of that curse upon it could not avail 
for the redemption of others. 

The perfect holiness of Christ's body, not in its 
actings and the uses to which its faculties are applied 
only, but also in its qualities or preperties, was taught 
by the prescriptions regarding animals ordained for 


sacrifice under the old law. The general rule upon 
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the subject is recorded Leviticus xxii. 17—24. A 
perusal of the early portions of that book will ascer- 
tain what stress was laid upon the circumstance that 
the bullock, goat, or lamb sacrificed, should be without 
blemish. The water of purification was to be pre- 
pared with the ashes of an heifer, “without spot and 
wherein is no blemish, and upon which never came 
yoke ;” Numbers xix. 2. The animals for the morn- 
ing and evening sacrifices, for the sabbath sacrifices, 
for the sacrifices at the new moons, were all to be 
‘without spot”; Ch. xxviii. 3,9, i1. The violation 
of these rules was one of the sins charged upon the 
degenerate priesthood in the days of Malachi. “ A 
son honoureth his father, and a servant his master: 
if then I be a father, where is mine honour? and 
if I be a master, where is my fear? saith the Lorp 
of hosts unto you, O priests, that despise my name. 
And ye say, Wherein have we despised thy name ? 
Ye offer POLLUTED BREAD upon mine altar; and 
ye say, Wherein have we polluted thee? In that ye 
say, The table of the Lord is contemptible. And if 
ye offer the blind for sacrifice, is it not evil? and if 
ye offer the lame and sick, is it not evil ? offer it now 
unto thy governor: will he be pleased with thee, or 
accept thy person? saith the Lorn of hosts.” Chap. 
i, 6—8. See also 12—14. 

The expression “ polluted bread,” in this passage, 
as applicable to blemished and defiled sacrifices, is 
remarkable. It seems to refer to Leviticus xxii. 25, 
where, after the directions given that the victims to 
be offered should be perfect, we read, “ Neither from 
a stranger’s hand shall ye offer the BREAD OF YOUR 
Gop of any of these,” namely, animals that were im- 
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perfect, “because their corruption is in them, and 
blemishes be in them; they shall not be accepted for 
you.” ‘The ordinance regarding the sanctity of the 
priesthood, written in the preceding chapter of that 
book, contains the same singular phraseology connected 
with sacrifices, “ They shall be hely unto their God, 
and not profane the name of their God: for the offer- 
ings of the Lord made by fire, and the BREAD oF 
THEIR Gop, they do offer; therefore they shall be 
holy.” “Thou shalt sanctify him therefore; for he 
offereth THE BREAD oF THY Gop; he shall be holy 
unto thee: for I the Lorp, which sanctify you, am 
holy.” ‘* Whosoever he be of thy seed in their ge- 
nerations that hath any blemish, let him not approach 
to offer THE BREAD OF HIS Gop.” “ He shall not 
come nigh to offer THE BREAD OF HIS Gop.” 
Verses 6, 8, 17, 21. See also Chap. ti. 11, 16; 
Numbers xxviii. 2. 

Am I wrong in supposing that our Lord alluded 
to these representations of sacrifice, in his discourse 
at Capernaum, recorded in John vi. when he des- 
cribed himself as the Breap or Gop, and the 
Breap oF Lire? and ‘accompanied that deseription 
of himself with the explanatory statement, “I am the 
living Breap which came down from heaven: if any 
man eat of this Breap, he shall live for ever: and 
the Breap that I will give is my FLESH which I 
will give for the life of the world’? If it be said 
that Christ in that context compares himself to the 
manna, rather than to the sacrifices of the Jews, I 
answer, that he becomes manna to us, only by becom- 
ing a sacrifice for us, and that the explanatory state- 
ment just quoted, clearly points to the one oblation 
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of his body for sin. Some indeed have considered 
that the expression in the 28th verse, “‘ Labour not 
for the meat which perisheth, but for that which en- 
dureth unto everlasting life; for Him HATH GoD 
THE FATHER SEALED,” refers to the practice, said 
to have prevailed in some countries, of sealing vic- 
tims which had been examined and found fit for sa- 
crifice. 

The statement in 1 Cor. v. 7, 8, suggests further 
struction ; “Christ our Passover is sacrificed for 
us, therefore let us KEEP THE FEAST. The learned 
Cudworth, in his Discourse upon the Lord’s Supper, 
has amply illustrated the ancient custom, among Jews 
and Pagans, of feasting upon and in connexion with 
sacrifices offered to the Deity recognized by the 
people. It signified the joy of the worshippers in 
his favour, and their fellowship with him through the 
oblation. Spiritually, we have such a feast in the 
Lord’s Supper. Our participation of the bread and 
wine symbolizes our soul’s feeding upon Christ, ‘“ the 
Lamb of God, which taketh away the sins of the 
world ;” and those outward and corporeal acts testify 
to observers, that we derive the mercy of Jeho- 
vah through the offering of his Son, and are a people 
in covenant with him. This explains the statements 
of the Apostle to the Corinthians, when dissuading 
them from partaking of feasts upon sacrifices offered 
to idols; 1 Ep. x. 14—21. “ Wherefore, my dearly 
beloved, flee from idolatry. I speak as to wise men ; 
judge ye what I say. The eup of blessing which we 
bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ ? 
the bread which we break, is it not the communion of 
the body of Christ? For we being many are one 
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bread and one body ; for we are all partakers of that 
one bread. Behold Israel after the flesh: are not 
they which eat of the sacrifices partakers of the al- 
tar? What say I then? that the idol is any thing? 
or that whichis offered in sacrifice to idols is any thing? © 
But I say that the things which the Gentiles sacrifice, 
they sacrifice to devils, and not to God: and I would 
not that ye should have fellowship with devils : ye can- 
not drink the cup of the Lord, and the cup of devils. 
Ye cannot be partakers of the Lord’s table, and of the 
table of devils.” This explains the phraseology of our 
Lord when asserting the necessity of our receiving his 
atonement as the means of salvation to the soul ; 
“He that eateth me, even he shall live by me;” 
‘« Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man and 
drink his blood, ye have no life in you.” This ex- 
plains also, why the priesthood in the days of Malachi 
are described as offering “ POLLUTED BREAD” upon 
Jehovah’s altar, and thereby saying “ The TABLE 
OF THE LoRpD is contemptible.” 

The Bread of God must be holy. The sacrifice 
offered, through which his mercy is to be vouchsafed 
to the guilty, and whereon they are to feast unto life 
eternal, must be immaculate. That sacrifice, divinely 
prepared, chosen, and accepted, is the Bopy oF JESUS 
Curist, the manhood of our Redeemer. Had that 
manhood been such as is described by Mr. Irving, a 
manhood “ corrupt to the very heart's core, and from 
the centre of its inmost will sending out streams black 
as hell,” “ bristling thick and strong with sin like the 
hairs upon the porcupine,” I say, if this had been the 
manhood, ‘ which the Son of man was clothed upon 
withal,” and consequently this the body presented 
by him when he offered up himself, would not a lead- 
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ing feature in those typical institutions which pre- 
figured his oblation have been falsified, and the very 
contrary rather than the correspondence have ap- 
peared ? Could such an offering be approved, chosen, 
and even prepared to be presented for the honour of 
his own name and government, by Him whose purity 
is the glory of his being? Had the great High 
Priest. of our profession presented such an offering, 
must he not have been liable to a charge of desecrat- 
ing his functions, in a manner resembling that for 
which the profane priesthood were condemned by the 
God of Israel, “‘ ye brought that which was torn, and 
the lame, and the sick; thus ye brought an offering : 
should I accept this of your hand? saith the Lord: 
but cursed be the deceiver which hath in his flock a 
male, and voweth, and sacrificeth unto the Lorp a 
corrupt thing: for I am a great King, saith the Lorp 
of hosts, and my name is dreadful among the hea- 
then’? What though the manhood of our Saviour 
had, by his indwelling Godhead, been restrained from 
outbreakings of rebellion in what we commonly term 
actings—if its nature were sinful, how could it be 
the object of Divine complacence? how could it 
atone for sin? how could it profit man? But in op- 
position to all gainsayers I affirm, upon the. warrant 
of Holy Scripture and the reason of the case, that 
the Bread of God is holy; that His Tables not con- 
temptible ; that his name has not been profaned ; 
that the oblation by Immanuel of his own body was 
immaculate ; not only a manhood which had been 
throughout his taking it, using it, and presenting it, 
yestrained from sinful acts, but a manhood in which 
there existed not the smallest taint of moral corrup- 
tion. 
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VI. In proof that our Saviour’s manhood was. 
sinless, I might urge the DIFFERENCE de- 
clared by the Holy Spirit to exist BETWEEN 
tHE HuMANITY WHICH CHRIST ASSUMED 
AND OUR OWN, IN REGARD TO THE PAR- 
TICIPATION OF MORAL EVIL. 

The text of Scripture which supplies this argument 
is Romans viii. 3. ‘ What the law could not do in 
that it was weak through the flesh, God sending his 
own Son in THE LIKENESS OF SINFUL FLESH, 
and for sin condemned sin in the flesh.” I shall not 
repeat what I have stated concerning this passage in 
disproving Mr. Irving’s assertion, that “ likeness” 
signifies “identity;’ that “ the likeness of sinful 
flesh” means “ sinful flesh itself.” Every one knows 
that likeness means the resemblance of a thing, which 
is nevertheless so diverse from it as not to be the 
same with it. As therefore the manhood in which 
Christ came was the resemblance of sinful flesh, yet 
so diverse from it as not to be the same with it, the 
point to be ascertained is, wherein the dissimilarity 
consisted ? 

Certainly our Lord’s manhood was a real human 
nature and not an appearance only. Certainly his 
body was of the same structure as ours; of flesh and 
blood, not the glorious body he now wears en high, 
and to which ours shall finally be assimilated. Cer- 
tainly he had the same faculties of human intellect as 
we ; imagination, memory, judgment. Certainly he 
had the same susceptibilities of feeling as we; his 
manhood could rejoice, grieve, desire, suffer, die. We 
can ascertain that it was precisely the same in all 
respects but one, that is, its moral properties. This 
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is the only point in which there is room for dissimi- 
larity. In every other particular we know it to have 
been the same nature. Moreover, the words-of the 
Apostle imply, if they do not affirm, that this was 
the very point of diversity. He says not, ‘ the like- 
ness of flesh,’ nor, ‘ the likeness of human flesh,’ but 
‘ the likeness of senfud flesh; teaching, that the dif- 
ference regarded the sinfulness; that while our 
nature is morally defiled, his manhood was morally 
pure. His, was not the reality; his, was only the 
likeness of sinful flesh. 

I would observe also, as suggested by this passage, 
that if our Saviour’s manhood had been sinful as ours 
it must have been disqualified, as ours is, for fulfilling 
the law, and, consequently, for providing for his own 
acceptance or our justification. “ What the law could 
not do in that 1T WAS WEAK THROUGH THE FLESH.” 
God's rule of moral government could not establish 
man in his favour, nor save man from ruin, because 
man’s nature was estranged from it, was opposed to 
it, and the law could operate to bless, only where 
there was perfect conformity with rectitude: — wherever 
that was wanting, the law could and must operate 
only to condemn. If our Saviour’s manhood was like 
ours, sinful, it is true of him, as it is of us, “ the 
carnal mind is enmity against God, it is not subject 
to the law of God, neither indeed can be: so then 
they that are in the flesh cannot please God.” Jf 
his manhood was in itself corrupt and rebellious from 
his conception to his erucifixion, and was holy and 
obedient only by the power of the Godhead coun- 
teracting its propensities to evil, and using and con- 
straining it to good, this may be conformity to the 
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law in the Godhead, but assuredly it is no holi- 
ness and obedience in the manhood itself. No; 
that was corruption and rebellion notwithstand- 
ing all. The law remains to this day unfulfilled 
by man. ‘The nature prepared as the means of 
salvation for others, was under the curse itself, 
and needed redemption in consequence of its own 
degeneracy. Blessed be God, however, we have 
evidence, we have moral demonstration, that the sup- 
position atirmed in the work before us is not fact. 
We have higher warrant than man’s conjecture or 
assertion for believing that our Lord in his manhood, 
unital and equally with his Godhead, “ knew no 
sin,” did “ magnify the law and make it honourable,” 
and ‘is the end of the law for righteousness to every 
one that believeth.” . 

On the whole I cannot repress my surprise that a 
Gentleman, devoted as his profession required he 
should be to the study of the Bible, and possessing 
that knowledge of its contents which qualifies for 
being a teacher of others, should have imbibed opi- 
nions so utterly contrary to its whole scope and 
explicit testimony. Can he be so reckless of the 
interests of truth and his own consistency as to allow 
_ his creed to be changed, and his ministrations prompt- 
ed, by the varying impulses of bis own feelings, or the 
sound of words in one or two texts perverted from 
the import their-scope requires, and they were written 
to convey by the inspiration of God? Surely he can- 
not have had, I will not say that mental grasp and 
command of the argument upon the subject which 
would authorize him to publish—it was impossible, 
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when he prepared the book, that he should have ac- 
quired that general view which would justify his dis- 
coursing of the doctrine from the pulpit. And such is 
the elearness and the power of Scripture, that I confi- 
dently hope the time will come, when, having fully in- 
quired and become thoroughly informed, he will honest- 
ly and manfully stand forth to retract his errors, and 
labour, with a purer and more ardent zeal, for the 
defence and dissemination of those blessed truths 
he has unhappily and unwittingly endeavoured to 
destroy. 


CHAPTER FIFTH. 


CATHOLICITY OF MR. IRVING’S OPINION REGARDING OUR 
LORD’S HUMANITY, CONSIDERED. 


THE claim to catholicity, or universal consent of the 
Christian church, so confidently made by our Author 
in behalf of his favourite doctrine, must, even if esta- 
blished, be a consideration of small moment, in the 
reckoning of all rightly-judging persons, compared 
’ with the question of its orthodoxy. That I have 
attempted to decide by an appeal to Holy Scripture. 
The Word of God, that is, God himself, can alone be 
recoguized as ruling the conscience in religious belief 
and practice. Had all individuals and churches, 
creeds and councils, from the apostolic age to the 
present, concurred in -supporting an opinion di- 
verse from the doctrine. of Sacred Writ, it would 
afford no warrant for our countenancing the error. 
Consistency with our own convictions, honesty to 
mankind, zeal for the interests and honour of truth, 
and allegiance to the high authority of God, unitedly 
would require us to protest against it, plainly and 
publicly, though, in doing so, we had to confront a 
frowning world, and risk the loss of all that is dear 
on earth. But Mr. Irving’s statements on the Ca- 
tholieity of his hypothesis, are so feeble and futile, 
that, were it not for completing a reply to his work, 
they might safely be permitted to pass unnoticed. 
The truth of this remark a glance at them will show. 
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What is called the Apostles’ Creed declares, “ I 
believe in Jesus Christ his only Sen, our Lord, who 
was conceived by the power of the Holy Ghost, born 
of the Virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, 
was crucified, dead, and buried: he descended into | 
hell, the third day he rose again from the dead.” 
Who, on perusing these declarations, could understand 
them as affirming that Christ's humanity was a sinful 
nature ? Who would not rather infer, from the distinct 
avowal of its conception by the Holy Spirit, that the 
compilers of the creed, whoever they were, believed 
the nature so produced to be immaculate? If, how- 
ever, our Author had produced evidence that the ex- 
"pressions were so understood by the leading Fathers 
of the church, his claim to catholicity would have 
been so far valid. 

He quotes from the Nicene Creed; ‘ Who for us 
men and for our salvation, came down from heaven, 
and was incarnate by the Holy Ghost of the Virgin 
Mary, and was made man, and was crucified for us 
under Pontius Pilate: he suffered and was buried, 
and the third day he rose again according to the, 
Scriptures, and ascended into heaven.” ‘This creed, 
it is affirmed, teaches that Christ’s manhood was sinful 
as is our own. Whether it ought to be so construed, 
let the reader judge after perusing the follewing tes- 
timony from Gregory Nyssen, by whom the Creed was 
composed. Discoursing, in his Life of Moses, of the 
history of the Brazen Serpent as typical of salvation 
by Christ, he says, “ Since therefore depravity has 
sent forth deadly serpents (for whatever is born of 
depravity is a serpent) therefore the law has long 
ago shown to us an antidote in the cross. That truly 
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is the image of a serpent, not a serpent itself, as Paul 
says, in the likeness of sinful flesh: the true serpent 
is sin: and he who joins league with sin is clothed 
with a serpent nature: from this sin and serpent 
nature, man is freed by him who assumed its ap- 
pearance.” 

The Athanasian Creed affirms, “ Furthermore, it 
is necessary to salvation that he also believe rightly 
the incarnation of our Lerd Jesus Christ, for the 
right faith is, that we believe and confess that 
our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, is God 
and man; God of the substance of his Father 
begotten before the world, and man of the sub- 
stance of his mother born in the world; perfect God 
and perfect man, of a reasonable soul and human 
flesh subsisting ; equal to the Father as touching his 
Godhead, and inferior to the Father as touching his 
manhood. - Who although he be God and man, he is 
not two, but one Christ: one, not by conversion of 
the Godhead into flesh, but by taking of the manhood 
into God; one altogether, not by confusion of sub- 
stance, but by unity of person. For as the reasonable 
soul and flesh is one man, so God and man is one 
Christ.” Mr. Irving argues from the expression 
“ man of the substance of his mother,” that a sinfud 
nature is intended, a substance morally depraved as 
ours. The word “ substance” however, plainly re- 
gards the nature considered in itself, apart from its 
moral properties. If we take it otherwise, and ac- 
cording to the, view contended for, we must believe 
that Christ is partly holy and partly sinful, for the 
Creed, contrary to Mr. Irving’s hypothesis, includes 
the manhood of Christ in his person, declaring that 
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‘“‘ as the reasonable soul and flesh is one man, so God 
and man is one Christ.” Let us however hear Atha- 
nasius himself. In his Oration concerning the Human 
Nature assumed by the Word, we read, “ Lest what 
had been made” (the human race) “ should perish, 
and the work of his Father in forming man be made 
vain, he took to himself a body, and that one not 
unlike ours. For he wished not merely to be in a 
body, nor to appear only. For had he wished only 
to appear, he surely could have assumed another 
more excellent body. But he took our body, and 
that not in the ordinary way: but he took a pure 
body from an inviolate and uncorrupted virgin, a body 
stained by no defilement in its origin. For as he was 
mighty and the maker of all things, he erected for 
himself in the virgin a temple, namely a body, and he 
made that one which was suitable for himself, wherein 
he might make himself known and dwell.” 

Further to show the general belief of the church in 
the early ages, I shall addace two celebrated writers, 
among the Greeks and the Latins. Take an extract 
from Chrysostom’s twenty-fifth Homily on John. “ If 
the Jews beholding the image of the brazen serpent 
were delivered from death, how much more shal] they 
who: believe in him who was erucified enjoy the 
blessing? For neither because he was crucified can 
you reprove him of weakness, nor say that the Jews 
were superior, but that God loved the world. And 
therefore his animal temple was crucified that every 
one who believes in him might not perish but have 
eternal life. See you not the reason of the cross and 
the salvation from it? See you not how the type 
agrees with the antitype? There, the Jews escaped 
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death, but it was temporal; here, the faithful are de- 
livered from death eternal. There, a serpent lifted 
up healed those who were bitten of serpents; here, 
Jesus hanging on the cross cures the diseases of an 
incorporeal serpent. There, persons looking with 
their bodily eyes obtained healing of the body ; here, 
-persons beholding with spiritual vision obtain the re- 
mission of all sins. There, brass was suspended for 
an image of a serpent; here, the Lord’s body formed 
by the Spirit. There, a serpent wounded and a ser- 
pent healed: here, death destroyed and death makes 
whole. There, the serpent which destroyed wounded 
with poison, that which healed with none: so also 
here. For that death which destroyed had sin, as 
the serpent had poison: but the death of our Lord 
was exempt from every sin, as the brazen serpent 
was from poison: for it is said “ he did no sin _ nei- 
ther was guile found in his mouth.” Take an extract 
from Augustine’s Sermon on Romans viii. 3. “ God 
sent his Son in the likeness of sinful flesh : not in 
flesh of sin. In flesh indeed, but not in flesh of sin. 
Therefore the flesh of all men was different, it was 
flesh of sin: his alone was not flesh of sin;... yet 
having the likeness of flesh of sin, he thereby could 
be nourished, and eat, and drink, and sleep, and be 
weary, and die. Jn the likeness of sinful flesh God 
sent his own Son. And for sin condemned sin in the 
flesh. or what sin? and what sin did he condemn ? 
I see indeed what sin he condemned, I see clearly: 
‘ Behold the Lamb of God which taketh away the 
sin of the world. What sin? He condemned all our 
sin. But for what sin? He himself had not sin: of 
him it was said, Who did no sin, neither was guile 
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found in his mouth. None whatever, neither derived 
by birth nor acquired in his life: he had no sin, nei- 
ther original nor of his own iniquity. That he had 
none in his origin, his birth by a virgin demonstrates ; 
and his holy course of life sufficiently shows that he 
did nothing worthy of death. Therefore he says, 
Behold the prince of this world cometh, (meaning the 
devil) and shall find nothing in me.” 

Nothing can be more futile than Mr. Irving’s en- 
deavour to obtain countenance to his error from the 
Standards of faith in his own communion. Let him 
speak for himself. “ Now let us proceed to the doc- 
‘¢ trine promulgated by the Reformers as their faith, 
and as such received by the churches. And here, 
as being a member and a minister of the Protestant 
Church of Scotland, which is yet a true sister of all 
the orthodox Reformed Churches, I shall open 
from her symbolical books what it hath pleased 
“ her to set forth upon this subject. In her first 
symbol of faith, which she charitably adopted from 
the English Congregation at Geneva, are found 
“ these words: ‘ I believe also and confess Jesus 
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‘ Christ, the only Saviour and Messias, who being 
‘¢ equal with God, made himself of no reputation, but 
took on him the shape of a servant, and became 
man, in all things like unto us, sin excepted, to 
‘ assure us of mercy and forgiveness. Now, what 
‘“‘ ig sin in a person? Let the church of Scotland 
explain the word with her own lips: ‘ Sin is any 
want of conformity to, or transgression of, the law 
“ of God.’ What therefore is asserted above in the 
*“ Creed, is, that Jesus Christ became man in all 
“ things like unto us, except that he lacked no con- 
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formity to, neither transgressed the law of Goil. 
And who that hopeth to be saved by him, will not 
die, rather than suffer his Lord to be called a 
transgressor of, or defaulter from, God's law? I 
am not made a sinner by being passive in the hands 
of wicked men, and forced through violence and 
ravishment, into an act to which my will consenteth 
not. Such an one, neither man’s law, nor God's 


* law condemneth, but pitieth and avengeth. Christ 


was not a sinner, because his Father prepared for 
him a bedy liable to all sinful temptation, as ours 
is. It was the Father’s pleasure he should take 
such a body; it was his great act of love to man, 
and obedience to his Father to take it, and to re- 
deem it from the hand of Satan, and from the 
power of sin, and from the curse of death: he did 
so endure its vileness, withstand its sinfulness, re- 
strain its prepensities, and present it free from an 
unholy action upon the cross, to his Father, and 
there left it in his Father’s hand, who straightway 
glorified it for ever. Did he sin in this? Sin! he 
undid sin, he condemned sin, he made it impotent. 
Blind men, what are ye, that ye cannot distinguish 
between overcoming sin, and being overcome of 
sin? the one the act of God inearnate by genera- 
tion, the other the act of the creature made; the 
one the act of the creature united to the Son of 
God, the other the act of the creature separated 
from that person.” pp. 38, 39. ; 

I would put it to any intelligent and candid person, 
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himself—Did the compilers of the article quoted in it, 
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derstood as he would explain it ? Did they believe, as 
he teaches in his comment upon it, that Christ’s hu- 
man nature was vile, sinful, and possessed by tenden- 
cies to evil? Did they admit, as he assumes, that the 
manhood formed no part of our Saviour’s person, and 
therefore that might be defiled as an Augean stable 
of wickedness, while the Redeemer himself was pure ? 
Would they concede, what is requisite to his hypo- 
thesis, that our Lord’s human nature might be “ in- 
clined” to violate all the commandments of the law, 
and yet that nature be chargeable with no want of 
conformity to, with no transgression of, that law ? 
Were it not that the Divine Spirit, by his record in 
the Scriptures, bears a sufficient witness for the 
truth, against Mr. Irving’s errors, one might expect, if 
permitted, that those holy men, whose writings it is 
attempted to pervert into a sanction for his errors, 
should be seen, as to their bodies rising from their 
tombs, and as to their spirits descending from their 
celestial thrones, again appearing as ministers in the 
church below, protesting against such endeavours. 

I know little of Bourignonism beyond what ap- 
pears on Mr. Irving’s pages; but if there be any diffe- 
rence between his opinions and the Seventh position 
condemned by the General Assembly of the Church 
of Scotland in 1701, it is a difference in phraseology 
alone. The opinion condemned, as recorded by our 
Author himself,. is, ‘ the assertion of the sinful cor- 
ruption of Christ’s human nature, and a rebellion in 
Christ’s natural will to the will of God.” Does he not 
affirm ‘‘the sinful corruption of Christ’s human nature” 
when he declares that in it he met: all creature corrup- 
tion, and all creature rebellion”? Does he not affirm “a 
rebellion in Christ's natural will tothe will of God,” when 
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he says, “ Certainly there was a will in him which he 
contradistinguisheth from the will of the Father; and 
which I say was the will of the fiesh; which in it- 
self is contrary to the will of the Father, but which 
he ever overruled to the obedience of the Father's 
will”? If it be said, “ the distinction between Mr. Ir- 
ving and Bourignon consists in the former denying 
that the will of Christ’s humanity ever actually re- 
belled,” I answer, take the extract he has given from 
her writings, on page 79 of his Essay, and you will 
find the same thing maintained. “I have written 
that he never contracted sin, though he contracted all 
the maledictions of sin, after he clothed himself with 
our mortality. But he, resolving to become a mortal 
man, subjected himself to all the miseries both of body 
and mind, which sin had brought into human nature ; 
and according to this he felt in his natural will a re- 
bellion to the will of God in sentiment, but never in 
consent, and resisted this rebellion which he felt in 
his corruption, saying, Z came not to do mine own 
will, but the will of him that sent me. Now, if his 
own natural will had been ‘so inseparably united to 
the will of his Father, to what purpose would he have 
distinguished these two wills, since they were but 
one.” Let these statements of Bourignon be com- 
pared with our Author’s, which I have quoted on 
pages 57—60, and they will be perceived to be the 
same. 

Leaving the Church of Scotland to vindicate her- 
self, as she is well able to do, should she deem vindi- 
cation necessary, I shall insert a few testimonies from 
creeds and writers, commonly reputed orthodox, 
from the era of the Reformation to the present time. 
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Mevanctuon. “ God sent his own Son in the 
likeness of flesh of sin; that is, he sent his Son, who 
assumed the true nature of man, and capable of suf- 
fering, but without sin: therefore .he employs these 
words, He sent his own Son in the likeness of flesh of 
sin; because the thing itself’? (bis true human na- 
ture) “ was without sin, nevertheless he was subjected 
to griefs and death, in like manner as we miserable 
men who are full of sin.”—-On Romans viii. 3. - 

Carvin. In reply to the question, ‘| Why the 
manhood of Christ was formed by the Holy Spirit, and 
not by the common and usual mode of generation 7” 
he states, “ Because man is altogether corrupt, it was 
proper that the work of the Hgly Spirit should inter- 
pose in the generation of the Son of God, that it 
might not be touched with the contagion, but might 
be endowed with the most perfect purity.” Catechism 
of the Church of Geneva. 

Beza. ‘ It became the Mediator of this covenant 
and reconciliation, to be true man, but touched with 
no stain either of original sin or any other defilement, 
as may be understood from the following reasons :— 
First. Since God is supremely just, and man on ac- 
count of corruption, obnexious to his wrath, as we 
have shown a little before, it was necessary there 
should be another truly man, by whom that ruin be- 
ing repaired, the human race might be reconciled to 
Ged. Then, secondly, man is bound to fulfil all that 
righteousness which God requires from him, for the 
sake of his own glory. From which it is proved right 
that he should be a man who, all righteousness being 
fulfilled, might be acceptable to God. Thirdly, all 
men being overwhelmed with an infinite multitude of 
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sins of every kind, and therefore obnoxious to the 
curse of God, it was therefore right there should be 
another man, who might altogether satisfy God, so 
that he might be acceptable to him. Fourthly, cor- 
rupt man wanted ability to begin, much less could 
he complete those works of a proper mediator, so that 
it was altogether impossible he should reconcile others 
to God, or do any thing that was pleasing or grateful 
to him. It follows therefore, that it became the Re- 
deemer of men to be truly man, that is, truly endowed 
with a human body and a human soul, and yet not- 
withstanding, perfect, and altogether free from stain 
by any taint of sin.”——Confession of Faith, Article 
xix. Why i became Christ to be true man, but 
without sin.” ; 

EncLIisH Rerormers. “ Christ in the truth of 
our nature, was made like unto us in all things, sin 
only excepted, from which he is clearly void, both in 
his flesh and in his spirit: he came to be a Lamb 
without spot, who, by the sacrifice of himself once 
made, should take away the sins of the world; and 
sin (as St. John saith) was not in him. But all we 
the rest, although baptized and born in Christ, yet 
offend in many things; and if we say we have no sin, 
we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us.’”— 
Articles of Religion sent out by the King’s authority 
in 1551, and thought by Burnet to have been com- 
piled by Cranmer and Ridley. xiv. “ None but Christ 
without sin.” 

Hexvetic Cuurcues. “ We acknowledge there- 
fore two natures, a Divine and human, in our Lord 
Jesus Christ, and further say, that they be joined or 
knit together, not confounded or mixt, but rather 
that the property of their natures remain safe in one 
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person, united or joined together, for that we worship 
one Christ our Lord, and not two: I say one, true 
God, and true man; as touching his Divine nature, 
of like nature with his Father: as touching his huma- 
nity, of like substance with us men, and like in all 
points, excepting sin.’—Confession, signed and pub- 
lished March \st. 1566. 

Frencu Cuurcues. “We believe that Jesus Christ, 
being the wisdom of God and his eternal Son, hath 
taken our flesh on him, to the end that being God and 
man in one person, yea man like to us, of body and 
soul, subject to sufferings, saving that he is clear from 
all spot.’—Confession presented to Charles 1X. 
Sept. 9th 1561. 

Hooker. Adam is in us an original cause of our 
nature, and of that corruption of nature which causeth 
death; Christ as the cause original of restoration to 
life: the person of Adam is not in us but his nature, 
and the corruption of his nature deriveth to all 
men by propagation ; Christ having Adam’s nature as 
we have, but incorrupt, deriveth not nature but in- 
corruption, and that immediately from his own person 
into all that belong unto him.—That which in him 
made our nature incorrupt, was the union of his 
deity with our nature. And in that respect the sen- 
tence of death and condemnation which only’ taketh 
hold upon sinful flesh, could no way possibly extend 
unto him. This caused his voluntary death for others 
to prevail with God, and to have the force of an ex- 
piatery sacrifice. The blood of Christ as the Apostle 
witnesseth, doth therefore take away sin, because 
through the eternal Spirit he offereth himself unto 
God without spot.’—icclesiastical Polity, Book 
V. § 56. 


303 


Perkins. “ The second part in the conception is the 

sanctifying of that mass or lump which was to be the 
manhood of Christ. And that was done upon special 
cause: first, that it might be joined to the person of 
the Son, which could not have been if it had been 
defiled with sin. Secondly, Christ: was Saviour as he 
is both God and man. Now then being man, if he 
had been sinful himself, he could not. have saved 
others, but should have stood in need of a Saviour 
‘himself. This sanctification hath two parts: the first, 
the stay and stoppage of the propagation of original 
sin, and of the guilt of Adam’s sin.—Now for the 
preventing of this evil in Christ, God, in great wis- 
dom, appointed, that he should be conceived by the 
Holy Ghost without any manner of generation by 
man. And by this means he takes substance from 
the Virgin without the guilt and corruption of the 
substance. —The second part of sanctification is the 
infusion of all pureness and holiness into the man- 
hood of Christ, so far forth as was meet for the na- 
ture of a Redeemer.’— On the Creed ; Art. Incar- 
nation. 

Usuer. “ How manifold is the righteousness of our 
Saviour? Twofold, Original and Actual—What is 
his original righteousness ? The perfect integrity and 
pureness of his human nature, which in himself was 
without all guile, and the least stain of corruption. 
Heb. vii. 26.—Being very man how could he be 
without sin? The course of natural corruption was 
prevented, because he was not begotten after the or- 
dinary course by man, but was conceived in the womb 
of a virgin, without the help of man, by the imme- 
diate power and operation of the Holy Ghost, form- 
ing him of the only substance of the woman, and 
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perfectly sanctifying that substance in the conception. 
Luke i. 34, 35, 42. So was he born holy, and with- 
out sin, whereunto all other men are subject.—Why 
was it necessary Christ should be conceived without 
sin? First, because otherwise the Godhead and the 
manhood could not be joined together, for God can 
have no communion with sin, much less be united 
unto it which is sinful ina personal union. Secondly, 
being our Priest he must be holy, harmless, undefiled, 
and perfectly just, without exception. Heb. vii. 26. 
1 John iti. 5. For if he had been a sinner himself, 
he could not have satisfied for the sins of other men, 
neither could it be that an unholy thing could make 
us holy.” — Body of Divinity. 

Episcopat Cuurcu or ENGLAND AND IRELAND. 
Article xv. “ Of Christ alone without sin,” the same 
with that before quoted as prepared by Cranmer and 
Ridley, and put forth by Royal Authority in 1551. 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF DIVINES IN WesTMINS- 
TER, Chiefly Presbyterian. ‘‘ The Son of God, the 
second person in the Trinity, being very and eternal 
God, of one substance, and equal with the Father, 
did, when the fulness of time was come, take apon 
him man’s nature, with all the essential properties and 
common infirmities thereof, yet without sin; being 
conceived by the power of the Hcely Ghost, in the 
womb of the Virgin Mary, of her substance.’— Con- 
fession of Faith,—Ch. viii. §. 2. An. 1643. 

CONGREGATIONAL OR INDEPENDENT CHURCHES, 
met by their ministers and messengers in the Savoy, 
An. 1668, adopted, in this particular, the confession 
of the Westminster Assembly. 

Joun Owen. “ All sin was charged on him as our 
mediator and surety of the covenant ; but on his own 
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account, he was obnoxious to no charge of sin, origi- 
nal or actual. His nature, therefore, as miraculously 
created in the manner described, was absolutely in- 
nocent, spotless, and free from sin, as was Adam in 
the day wherein he was created.’— On the Holy Spi- 
rit, Book ii. Chap. 4. 

Barrow. ‘So it appeareth that the Son of God 
(co-eternal and co-essential with his Father) became 
the Son of man; truly and entirely partaking of the 
nature and substance of man, deficient in no essential 
part, devoid of no property belonging to us; exempt 
from no imperfection or inconvenience consequent 
upon our nature, except only sin, the which is not 
a natural so much as a moral evil, did not arise from 
man’s original nature, but proceedeth from his abused 
will, doth rather corrupt than constitute a man.” 
Sermon xxiii. on the Creed. — - geet 

Bates. “ He that interposed as Mediator, must be 
perfectly holy, otherwise he had been liable to justice for 
his own sin. And guilty blood is impure and corrupt, 
apter to stain by its effusion or sprinkling, than to 
purge away sin. The Apostle joins these two as 
inseparable, 1 John iii. 5, ‘He appeared to take away 
sin, and in him is no sin.” The priesthood under the 
law was imperfect ; as for other reasons, so for the 
sins of the priests. Aaron the first and chief of the 
Levitical order, was guilty of gross idolatry; so that 
reconciliation could not be obtained by their ministry : 
for how can one captive ransom another, or sin expiate 
sin? But our Mediator was absolutely innocent, 
without the least tincture of sin, original or actual. 
He was conceived in a miraculous manner, infinitely 
distant from all the impurities of the earth. That 
which is produced in an ordinary way, receives its 
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propriety from second causes, and contracts the defile- 

ment that cleaves to the whole species: whatever is 

‘born of blood and the will of the flesh,’ that is, 

formed of the substance of the flesh, and by the sen- 

sual appetite, is defiled: but though he was formed 

of the substance of the virgin, yet by virtue of a 
heavenly principle, according to the words of the 
angel to her, Luke i. 35, ‘The Holy Ghost shall 

come upon thee, and the power of the Highest shall 

overshadow thee ; therefore also that Holy Thing that 

shall be born of thee, shall be called the Son of God,’ 

He came in the ‘appearance’ only ‘of sinful flesh.’ 

Rom, viti. 3. As the brazen serpent had the figure 

and not the poison of the fiery serpent.”* — Harmony 

of the Divine Attributes. Chap. xii. 

Cuarnock. “ He was to have a holy body, free 
from any taint of moral imputation, fit for the service 
he was devoted to; for which the least speck upon 
his Humanity had rendered him unfit. This could 
not have been had he descended from Adam by way 
of ordinary and natural generation. He had then been — 
a debtor himself, a Lamb with blemish, and so wanted 
a sacrifice for himself.”—- Discourse on Reconciliation. 

Turretine. “ The active principle was not any 
human being as in ordinary generation, because it was 
proper the conception should be such as that the vir- 
ginity of the blessed Virgin should remain perfect and 
untouched, and whereby Christ might be free from 
any stain of sin, which by ordinary generation is wont 
to be propagated and contracted.”——-Qu, xi. On the 
Person and State of Christ. 

Wirsius. “ We observed that the second condition’ 

* Cyrit has the same application of Rom. viii. 3, in commenting upon 


John iii, 14. See also his discourse on the history of the Brazen Serpent in 
the book of Numbers, 
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required in the surety was, that he be ‘ a righteous 
and holy man: in all things like unto his brethren, 
yet without sin,’ Heb. iv. 15. This holiness required 
that from the first moment of his conception he should 
be free from all guilt and stain of sin of his own; 
and on the contrary, be endowed with the original 
rectitude of the image of God: that moreover, through 
the whole course of his life, he should keep himself 
from all sin, and perfectly fulfil all righteousness : and 
in fine, constantly persevere in that purity to the end, 
without. yielding to any temptation.”—On the Cove- 
nants, Book ii. Ch. IV. § 8. 

But I must refrain from transcribing extracts lest 
I should trespass on the patience of the reader. What 
theological writers Mr. Irving could have read when 
he claimed Catholicity for his doctrine of the sinful- 
ness of our Lord’s manhood, I cannot imagine ; yet 
surely he would not risk his credit in advancing such 
a claim, without having grounds whereon to rest it 
which would stand the closest investigation. Why 
did he not refer to and quote a series of Christian 
‘Authors, had in good general repute for orthodoxy, 
who concurred with him in opinion? This would have 
served his cause much more effectually than all his 
laboured attempts at forcing the creeds of the early 
Christians, and the standard confessions of his own 
communion, to countenance his hypothesis. Was it 
that he knew he could not, and therefore would not? 
We must bear in mind however, that he wrote for 
“the ignorant multitude.” Yet one may consider ~ 
that a consideration which required him to be explicit 
and full in detailing the proofs of his assertions, more 
than had been necessary if his work had been design- 
ed for the perusal of the well-informed. 
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CHAPTER SIXTH. 
CONCLUSION. 


Havine now finished my comments on Mr. 
Irving’s publication, I would suggest to the Chris- 
tian public the importance of cultivating a habit of 
cautious, close, and connected thinking upon religi- 
ous subjects. We want more heart, and certainly we 
want more mind, brought into play in connexion 
with the profession of the gospel. The prayer of the 
Apostle to the Philippians needs being brought to 
general remembrance—“ this I pray, that your love 
may abound, yet more and more, in KNOWLEDGE 
and in ALL JUDGMENT; that ye may APPROVE 
things that are EXCELLENT.” I would stand at 
the remotest possible remove from that petty carping 
criticism, by which some persons imagine they show 
their sense, while in reality they only show their 
pride, and declare themselves to be as wanting in 
intellect as they are in love; yet it is much to be re- 
gretted that we have not amongst us a greater degree 
of enlightened and discriminating piety. Can the 
faithful followers of our Lord need to be reminded, 
that fatal errors may come before them bearing the 
name of orthodoxy, and clothed in the phraseology 
usually associated with truth? Zeal for peculiar 
dogmas, with self-complacent, arrogant, and con- 
temptuous anathemas on those who have believed 
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and taught the contrary, may please the carnal mind 
by encouraging the supposition that we are, or may 
soon become, wiser than our predecessors and neigh- 
bours ; but such modes of sustaining: opinions are 
surely no proofs that the opinions are true. What is 
plausible is not always correct. There may be piety 
where there is not inspiration ; honesty, where there is 
not circumspection ; confidence, where there is not in- 
fallibility. The Church is the Pillar and Ground of the 
Truth, and the utmost care is requisite lest, though 
with pure intentions, by altering a letter or a point in 
the Inscription we pervert its meaning—lest, by modi- 
fying a feature or a line, we mar the beauty, propor- 
tions, and perfection of that heavenly Form which 
is exhibited to captivate the homage of the world. 
There is abroad a fondness for novelty—a desire 
after luxurious excitement of the imagination, the 
passions, or the taste—which indicates a diseased 
appetite, and which, if not counteracted, will soon 
altogether exclude “ godly edifying,” as an object of 
our endeavours and prayers. Some expressions, em- 
ployed to describe the progress of the great Apostacy, 
are instructive and admenitory: ‘whose coming is 
after the working of Satan, with all power and signs 
and lying wonders, and with all deceivableness of un- 
righteousness in them that perish, because they re-_ 
ceived not the love of the truth that they might be 
saved.’ To be loved, the evangelical doctrine must. 
be understood. It is not believed where it is not lov- 
ed. If it be not loved, it cannot operate to trans- 
form. Wherever loved, it will not be easily relinquish- 
ed; and there is surely little sincere and settled af- 
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fection to it, where the thoughts are ever open to 
be fascinated with something new. Truth has no 
hold upon the soul, and the soul has no hold upon 
truth. The person is-at the mercy of every deceiver 
who addresses his fancy or his feelings. Unstable as 
‘water, he shall not excel. Not ‘ holding faith anp 
a good conscience,’ you shall see him “ tossed to 
and fro, and carried about with every wind of doc- 
trine,” till ere long his orthodoxy itself founders and 
he is lost beyond recovery. 

Among other signs of our times is to be observed 
with satisfaction, a disposition to recur to first prin- 
ciples. The authority of antiquity and great names 
no longer bears the sway it did, in science, politics, 
or religion. Doctrines of theology, more than sys- 
tems of philosophy and plans of civil economy, will 
not be received merely because they have long and 
extensively prevailed. The mind of the church and 
of the world is stirring to a consciousness of its rights 
and of its powers. At least in Europe, the spirit of 
inquiry has reached. a crisis to which it has been for 
years verging, and the results of which will be pros- 
perous or disastrous according to the gracious or 
avenging direction given to it by Him “ who ruleth 
in the kingdom of men.” For those results we wait 
not without a measure of anxiety; yet, trusting to 
our God, we look forward not without a good degree 
of assured hope. Christianity has nothing to fear from 
enlightened and impartial scrutiny. As with the 
works of nature, the more the evidences and con- 
tents of the Gospel are examined, the more will its 
Divine origin appear. The ground for apprehension 
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is, lest the Almighty, in judgment on the abomi- 
nations which have been tolerated within the precincts 
of Christendom, should not presently vouchsafe his 
illuminating Spirit to preside over and direct the in- 
vestigations of men,—or, lest the people of God them- 
selves, trusting to the merits of truth, the numbers of 
its votaries, or the talents and zeal of its advocates, 
to the neglect of implicit dependence upon Divine 
agency and humble importunate prayer for its inter- 
position, should be left for a while to learn their im- 
potence without that agency, by its being withheld. 
Happily, thoughts are awakening to the duty of sup- 
plication and the doctrine of spiritual influence, so 
that it verily would seem as if God were beginning 
to prepare the heart of the church, for shortly receiv- 
ing the “glorious things” which he has spoken of 
her. 

Upon the prominence which the Holy Scriptures 
are obtaining in public regard, the observation dwells 
with unmingled delight and confidence. While we 
shake off idolatrous attachment to the creeds and cus- 
toms of olden time, the security of truth in its hold 
upon mankind very much depends, under Divine in- 
fluence, upon each one laying down his thoughts to 
a close and prayerful study of the oracles of God. In 
proportion as this habit prevails, it will impart a 
tone of simplicity and godly sincerity, of intelligence 
and energy, to our piety, far beyond what is com- 
monly possessed. For a while indeed, until this new 
mode of acquiring knowledge demonstrates its excel- 
lence by its effects, there may be some confusion and 
inconvenience, and far more alarm. Sure I am, how- 
ever, that though many expressions which now pass 
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current as correct, and even all our technicalities, be 
abandoned as deceptive or useless, the TRUTH, which 
shall be held, obeyed, and rejoiced in then, will be 
substantially the same as that we at present maintain. 

‘< Though the Spirit is the supreme agent in all 
those changes which are coming over the world, still 
he will work, as hitherto, by the employment of a -va- 
riety of means; and of these instruments, none will 
have a wider influence than inductive philosophy, not 
only in the truths which it discovers, but-also by the 
temper of mind which it forms. The schools of an- 
cient philosophy resounded with disputes, every posi- 
tion was questionable, and every question gave rise to 
a new opinion. Philosophy wore a new aspect in 
every new sect; nothing was stable or permanent ; 
the veil remained as thickly spread over nature as be- 
fore; the mind gained in strength, but not in disco- 
very. Nothing was obtained but matter for fresh 
arguments and endless controversy. But since expe- 
rience has been taken as the sure guide to truth, and 
inductive philosophy has succeeded to the scholastic 
sophistry of the darker ages, the voice of disputation 
is hushed, and instead of noisy and perpetual jang- 
lings, there is the quiet and ever progressive discovery 
of nature. Instead of the arrogant presumption of 
the old philosophers, confident in their ignorance, 
there is the child-like docility of men, who, thovgh 
they have discovered much, far from being presump- 
tuous, from what they have-already obtained, are pro- 
ceeding with unabated caution, step by step, slowly 
but perseveringly to the remoter results of science. 
The same spirit introduced into religion, will be 
equally favourable to peace and truth, in studying the 
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Word of God. That narrow and contentious spirit 
which is barren of truth, but fruitful in controversy, 
will be every where discountenanced, and it will be 
the aim of all to receive the doctrines of the Scrip- 
tures in their genuine import, pure and unsophisti- 
cated, without any mixture of the opinions of men.’’* 

All piety, acceptable to God, must be based on 
knowledge, derived from the revelation of his will. 
It must be an act, or rather habit, of intelligent hoe 
mage to Jehovah. Every man should have his faith 
to stand, not on the lessons of parental instruction, 
not on the creed of his sect, not on the fashion of his 
neighbours, not on the saying of a favourite preacher 
or the statements of a popular author—but on the 
conviction of his own judgment, produced by an im- 
partial and mature investigation of the Sacred Re- 
cords. No Christian should be unprepared to state 
what he believes, and wherefore he believes it. The 
circumstances of the times and the credit of religion 
demand that intelligence and devotedness should 
keep pace with each other. Not that a patient and 
laborious individual research after the mind of Christ 
in the Scriptures, should supersede the Ministry 
which he has ordained for perfecting the saints, and 
the edifying of his body. Every thing is beautiful in 
its season, every thing valuable and important in its 
own place, among the appointments of infinite wisdom 
and love. Pastors and teachers were not designed as 
substitutes for the “ lively oracles” in the regard of 
God's creatures, nor to exempt from the obligation of 
close personal study. Ministers, as they would be 
faithful, must constantly draw the attention of ‘their 
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hearers “ to the law and to the testimony,” that they 
may see with their own eyes, and be convinced in 
their own minds, that the message declared te them 
is the Word ef God and not the word of man. In the 
Epistles of Paul to the churches we have probably the 
best model of pastoral instruction ; and certainly no 
compositions can be more fitted than bis to make men 
think for themselves, to destroy all listless con- 
fidence in the readers towards the writer, and 
to establish the written Revelation in their es- 
teem, as the standard of direct and final appeal, 
the field of inquiry which all should oceupy, 
and the sole, the immutable rock on which believing 
and doing may rest. It is true that, were this habit 
general, preachers would be required “ mighty in the 
Scriptures,” circumspect in the positions they advance 
and in the use they.make of “the true sayings of 
God.” But the tone of preaching would rise with 
the tone of hearing, and the illumination of the Spirit 
of God vouchsafed to teachers would be inereased 
in a ratio proportioned to its increase among the per- 
sons attending on instruction, The time is passing, 
and it ought never to have been, when the traditicns- 
of men shall be revered above Jehovah’s laws—when 
excitement shall be desired rather than heavenly wis- 
dom-—when flowers culled from classic ground shall 
be preferred before fruit gathered from the Tree of 
-Life—when a gorgeous array of tropes, or an affected 
philosophic style, or descending to eccentricity of: 
manner, or appeals to the passions irrespective of the 
understanding, shall be admired or even tolerated in 
the stead of plain substantial Truth, as food for souls. 
Let this practice of reasoning out of the Scriptures 
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prevail,and we shall see fewer aberrations from Chris- 
tian simplicity; nor until it is adopted throughout the 
chureh can we expect her to beceme, in information 
and devotion, in holiness and unity,in stability and joy 
and praise, what, through the faithfulness and power 
and mercy of our Ged, we are assured she will be in 
the periods of her millennial glory. 

Religion is to each a matter ef personal concern, 
of Divine obligation, of present interest, of trans- 
cendant importance. Under whose netice soever these 
lines may come, I admonish the reader that his hap- 
piness hereafter depends upon his having religion. 
The want of this, ne wealth or dignity or learning, no 
ceremonies or probity or alms-giving, can compensate. 
From the din of controversy, from the anxieties and 
frivolities of the world, let him retire; and, msulated 
from all persons and things besides, ask himself when 
alone with God ‘Am Ja Christian indeed?’ Time 
is going. Eternity is hastening on. A short period 
more elapsed, and cur souls shall have passed the line 
beyond which change is impossible—shall have 
reached the point of existence when the decree goes 

-forth, “he that is unjust let him be unjust still,” or, 
“he that is righteous let him be righteous still.” 
Amidst the conflicting opinions which abound, the 
Bible is infallible, is accessible, is plain; it shines, a 
steady and effulgent light, to guide our feet into the 
way of peace. That volume, read with diligence 
and faith and prayer, makes wie unto salvation. It 
presents a Saviour, it announces pardon; it is the 
means of purity, it is the charter of heaven. No new 
revelation ever will be given, nor if given could it 
succeed to enlighten, renovate, and redeem, where the 
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Scriptures fail. Their instructions are explicit, their 
discoveries ample, their invitations free, their promises 
and threatenings irrevocable, their testimony sure. 

“If we receive the witness of men, the witness of 
God is greater: for this is the witness which God 
hath testified of his Son. He that believeth on the 
Son of God hath the witness in himself: he that be- 
lieveth not God hath made him a liar ;. because he be- 
heveth not the record that Ged gave of his Son. And 
this is the record, that God hath given to us eternal 
hife, and this life isin his Son. He that hath the Son 
hath life; he that hath not the Son of God hath not 
life.” “ The grass withereth, and the flower thereof 
falleth away; but the Word of the Lord endureth 
for ever, and this is the Word which by the Gospel is 
preached unto you.” . 
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NOTES. 


A. p. 76. 

in John i. 18, we read, “ No man hath seen God 
at any time; the Only-begotten Son who is in the bo- 
som of the Father, he hath declared him.” As in some 
degree illustrating this text and the subject generally, 1 
refer the reader to Fragment 1X. in Taylor’s Edition of 
Calmet’s Dictionary of the Bible. The Editor of Bags- 
ter’s Comprehensive Bible has given the substance of that 
article, in his note upon Genesis xl. 23. where it is said 
that Joseph’s brethren knew him not, “because he spake 
~anto them by an interpreter.” The remarks are upon 
the word “ interpreter.”—“ It does not seem to have been 
an interpreter in our sense of the term; as we have many 
evidences in this book that the Egyptians, Hebrews, Ca- 
naanites, and Syrians could understand each other in a 
general way; and it appears from several passages in this 
very chapter (particularly verse 24) that Joseph and his 
brethren understood each others’ language, as his bre- 
thren and Joseph’s steward also did, (chap. xliii. 1° &e. ; 
compare xxxix. and xlix.) It seems to denote an officer 
who is called in Abyssinia, according to Mr. Bruce, 
Kal Hatazi, ‘the voice or worp of the king,’ who always 
stands at the side of a lattice window of a balcony, within 
which the king sits; who is never seen, but who speaks 
through‘a hole in the side of it, covered in the inside 
with a curtain, to this officer, by whom he speaks to the 
persons present.” I may add that the use of the word 
in 2 Chron. xxxii. 31. Job. xxx. 23. and Isaiah xliii. 27, 
favours the idea suggested, and certainly intends an inter- 
focutor rather than a translator. Does not the above 
statement throw light upon Psalm ciil. 20, “ Bless the 
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Lord, ye his angels, that excel in strength, that do his 
commandments, HEARKENING UNTO the voice of his 
WORD ?” 

Having alluded to Dr. Smith’s in many respects in- 
comparable work on the Person of Christ, I would men- 
tion that the Congregational Magazine for May and June 
in the present year (1830), contains some observations 
on his statement regarding the inspiration of Solomen’s 
Song, which well deserve attention, and will to many, if 
not to most persons, be altogether satisfactory. 


B. p. 118. 

A deservedly popular writer has expressed himself 
upon this subject ina manner which appears not altogether 
worthy of his strength of mind or theological informa- 
tion.— Yet, even were it otherwise, and if guilt or 
merit were exhaustible by imputation, the infinite merit 
and ‘riches of Christ,’ in every way ‘inexhaustible, might 
have precluded the rise of.so foolish and unscriptural a 
dispute, as that which debates whether Christ died for 
all, or only for the elect. Not, however, that there can 
be any reasonable doubt that Christ died for all, this is 
the plain and repeated declaration of Scripture, nor is any 
truth in the Bible more expressly and frequently 
affirmed, and, like the other truths in Scripture, it is not 
only plainly asserted in words, but is involved as.a princi- 
ple in inspired reasoning. ‘ If Christ died for all, says 
the Apostle, ‘then were all dead’ Now, .it is evident 
thatin Adam all die, therefore, the death of Christ must 
be co-extensive with the ‘all’ who die in Adam, other- 
wise, the reasoning would be nothing worth. And here 
we may observe the folly and the darkness of the human 
understanding, even in good men, who would too fre- 
quently sacrifice the plainest truths of God to uphold 
some narrow and pitiful system of man’s device.”’— 
Douglas on the Truths of Religion, p. 233. 

The inspired expressions quoted iu this extract, are 
not, perhaps, so decisive upon the subject as the able 
writer imagines. But, passing over this consideration, it 
contains, I think, signs of haste not to be looked for in 
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disposing of an opinion sustained by men of such com- 
manding intellect and elevated piety, as Calvin, Owen 
and Edwards. There are statements in the Scripture 
which indicate that the atonement of Christ has a general 
reference to mankind at large; and there are also state- 
ments in the Scripture which indicate that the Re- 
deemer’s oblation was specially designed for the benefit 
of the saved. The “inductive method,’ while it re- 
quires that ascertained facts only should be believed, re- 
quires also that we should regard as true every fact which 
is ascertained, even though it may seem to us irreconcile- 
able with previous discoveries, though it be pronounced 
an anomaly in the processes of nature, or though it imply 
the existence of an agency and modes of acting altoge- 
ther beyond the reach of our observation. In one part 
of the New Testament it is dented that Abraham was 
justified by works (<& <eyev); in another part of the 
same Divine record it is affirmed that Abraham was jus- 
tified by works (¢ eeyav). Weare not to adopt the one 
and reject the other, but are to receive both, harmoniz- 
ing the seemingly opposed testimonies, by understanding 
the word “ justified,’ to have a reference in the text 
which denies, diverse from that it has in the text which 
affirms. So there are texts which convey the idea that 
Christ died for all, that is, the whole world, the. lost as 
well as the saved; and there are texts which imply re- 
striction in the design of his death, “He loved the 
Church, and gave himself for it.’ We are not to dis- 
card either the one or the other class of testimonies. 
Whether the mode I have suggested for removing the 
seeming incongruity be the correct one, I cannot say ; it 
is that which is most satisfactory to my own mind. 

Mr. Douglas’s remarks upon election and predestina- 
tion are valuable. He justly observes, “ It is true, in- 
deed, that God does not draw all men to believe on the 
Saviour, and yet the Scriptures assure us, ‘ He is not 
willing that any should perish, but that all should come 
to repentance!’ This is a great mystery, which we are 
never likely to understand till we come before the judg- 
ment seat of Christ. But what has this difficulty to do 


with election? It is not from election, but from non- 
election, that the difficulty proceeds, nor does any modi- 
fication of opinions at all explain away this mystery. The 
difficulty consists in a fact which it is impossible te soften 
or smooth down.”—p. 255, 256. 


C. p. 134. 


Though the point is immaterial to the controversy, 
and on which many will differ from me, it is my opi- 
nion that our Lord’s body was not transformed until the 
ascension. We know that death and the resurrection are 
not necessary to be passed through in order to transforma- 
tion, seeing that Enoch and Elijah were, as all the myri- 
ads of the saved living upon the earth at our Lord’s se- 
cond advent shall be, transformed without dying. My 
reasons for thinking that our Lord’s body did not. becomea 
“ glorious body” previously to his ascension, are as follow: 
Ist. The total silence of the Evangelists in regard to it, 
whereas had it taken place it must have been known, and 
we may presume would have been recorded. 2d. The 
design of his residence for forty days with his disciples 
after his resurrection, was partly to give them, as or- 
dained and competent witnesses to the fact, ample oppor- 
tunity of ascertaining, by the exercise of their senses 
upon his body, that it was the very same Jesus who had. 
been crucified: this they could not have doze with so 
much facility and confidence, if they could have done it 
at all, had his body become spiritual and glorious when it 
left the tomb. 3dly. Our Lord’s address to Thomas, in 
order to remove that disciple’s incredulity, seems toim- 
ply that his body then was the same body that had suf- 
fered. Thomas had declared, “ Except I shall see in his 
hands the print of the nails, and put my finger into the 
print of the nails, and thrust my hand into his side, I will 
not believe.” Jesus replied, “Reach hither thy finger, 
and behold my hands; and reach hither thy hand, and 
thrust it into my side ; and be not faithless but believing.” 
That our Lord’s body was not glorified previously to his 
ascension, appears from Luke xxiv. 36—43. “ And as 
they thus spake, Jesus himself stood in the midst of them, 
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and said unto them, peace be unto you. But they were 
terrified and affrighted, and supposed that they had seen 
a spirit. And he said unto them, why are ye troubled ? 
and why do thoughts arise in your hearts? Behold my 
hands and my feet, that it is I myself: handle me and see, 
for a spirit hath not fiesh and bones as ye see me have. 
And when he had thus spoken, he showed unto them his 
hands and his feet. And while they believed not for joy, 
and wondered, he saith unto them, have ye here any 
meat? And they gave him a piece of a broiled fish and 
of an honey-comb. And he took it and did eat before 
them.” Compare what our Saviour declares of his body, 
that it was then “ flesh and bones,’ with what the 
Apostle declares, 1 Cor. xv. 50, that “ Flesh and blood 
cannot inherit the Kingdom of God,” and I think it will 
be plain, that his body, previously to the ascension, dif- 
fered more from that which the saints will possess in the 
everlasting state, than it did from the one we now inha- 
bit. Certainly, the body may be raised from the dead of 
the same form and substance as when it died. Witness 
the case of the widow’s son, Lazarus, and others. The 
circumstance that our Saviour’s manhood suddenly va- 
nished, and, unobserved in the course of its transition, as 
suddenly appeared in another place, was not peculiar to 
it after the resurrection, similar extraordinary removes 
having occurred before his death; see Luke v. 30, and 
John viii. 59. Nor, indeed, were such supernatural tran- 
sitions peculiar to our Saviour at all; see 1 Kings xviil. 
12, 2 Kings 11.16. Acts viii. 39. 


D. p. 240. 


This dependence consists not, as too many think, in 
the mere conviction, that salvation can come by no other 
means, that if we finally enter heaven it must be through 
Christ, and that we may have access to God through him. 
Faith in the Divine testimony induces a reception of the 
blessings proclaimed. I would put from me, as firmly as 
any one can, the absurd suppositions, that God has par- 
doned all men, and, that the faith which saves a person is 
the persuasion that he is safe, elected of God, and pur- 
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chased by Christ. The grant of pardon by God to an in- 
dividual is connected with his repenting, Isaiah ly. 8; 
Acts iii. 19. That this person or the other specified by 
name, is chosen and redeemed, is not testified in the gos- 
pel, and, therefore, cannot be the fact which faith in the 
gospel regards. Yet, joy and peace, assured confidence, 
and lively hope, are described as connected with believ- 
ing. The Divine record reveals Christ as the Saviour of 
men, and God’s appointment that whosoever confides in 
him shall be saved. Faith in the record inspires conti- 
dence, and, in proportion as that record is understood and 
believed, the person will regard himself as a partaker of 
evangelical benefits. Moreover, the Divine record re- 
veals Divine influence as our strength, and the Divine 
command that, depending upon it, we should go forth to 
perform duty, to bear suffering, and to carry out into 
practice all holiness. According as the record is believed, 
this will be done, agreeably to what we read, “ Thou, 
therefore, my son, be strong in the grace which is in 
Christ Jesus,” “ Be strong in the Lord, and in the power 
of his might,” ‘ I can do all things through Christ who 
strengtheneth me,” Perhaps, indeed, it is not so proper 
to say that fazth spires this confidence, as that the truths 
or facts believed do it. Nevertheless, as it is by our be- 
lieving them that they influence us, we may, in popular 
language, say with strict propriety, that faith purifies the 
heart, and “ worketh by love.” 


THE END, ‘ 


